Seeing Off the Bear:
Anglo-American Air Power
Cooperation

During the Cold War

Proceedings,
Joint Meeting of the
Royal Air Force Historical Society
and the
Air Force Historical Foundation

Roger G. Miller
Editor

Air Force History and Museums Program
United States Air Force
Washington, D.C. 1995



Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Seeing off the bear: Anglo-American air power cooperation during the Cold
War: proceedings, joint meeting of the Royal Air Force Historical Society
and the Air Force Historical Foundation/Roger G. Miller, editor. '

p. cm.

Includes bibliographical references and index.

1. Combined operations (Military science)}—Congresses. 2. United
States. Air Force—Congresses. 3. Great Britain. Royal Air Force—
Congresses. 1. Miller, Roger G. (Roger Gene) II. Royal Air Force Historical
Society. III. Air Force Historical Foundation.

U260.544 1995
358.4'14—dc20 95-21162
CIP

il



Dedicated to
Dr. Malcolm Postgate
(1937 — 1994)
Royal Air Force Historical Society






Preface

On September 9th and 10th, 1993, more than two hundred men and
women—active duty and retired military personnel, scholars, and private
individuals from the United Kingdom and the United States—convened at the
Bolling Air Force Base Officers Club in Washington, D.C., for a symposium on
“Anglo-American Air Power Cooperation During the Cold War.” The Air Force
Historical Foundation and the Royal Air Force Historical Society, working in
close association with the U.S. Air Force History and Museums Program and the
RAF Air Historical Branch, jointly sponsored the symposium. The symposium
recognized the special relationship between the United Kingdom of Great Britain
and the United States of America, possibly the most enduring attribute of the
Cold War. Sustained consistently despite frequently divergent policies and goals,
this special relationship was a primary reason for ultimate Western victory.

Planning for the 1993 Air Power History Symposium began in late 1992
under the direction of General Bryce Poe I, President of the Air Force Historical
Foundation, Air Marshal Sir Frederick Sowrey, President of the RAF Historical
Society, and Jacob Neufeld of the Air Force Historical Program. They agreed to
have three sessions on “Policy Decisions,” “Acquisition,” and “Crisis Response.”
Within this framework, the challenge for the symposium's organizers was to
strike a balance between scholarly monographs and first-person remembrances,
and to include as many of the significant episodes of the Cold War that time
allowed. As a result, the panelists addressed an impressive number of important
topics and major developments during this critical period in the history of both
nations. .

Perhaps nowhere was the special relationship more visible or significant than
in the activities of the airmen and air forces of the two nations. The 1993
symposium was a meeting of old friends, some of whose associations dated from
World War 1I. Many of the attendees, as well as participants, experienced some
of the most important and dangerous episodes of the Cold War in close
association with their opposite numbers in the Royal Air Force or U.S. Air Force.
The symposium vividly demonstrated the enduring nature of the singular, close
relationship that the USAF and RAF share.

Dr. Richard P. Hallion
The Air Force Historian
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Introduction and Welcome

General Bryce Poe II: This is the second joint meeting of the Royal Air Force
Historical Society and the United States Air Force Historical Foundation. The
first was held in 1990 in London and focused upon the relationship between the
Royal Air Force and the U.S. Army Air Forces through 1945, A number of the
American participants in that meeting are here as well as many of our British
friends. We thought that gathering was such a success that we had to try it again,
and this is the sequeél we have been looking forward to. This year the Society and
Foundation are joined in sponsorship by our respective air forces. Representing
the U.S. Air Force is distinguished author and historian Dr. Richard Hallion, the
Air Force Historian. The Royal Air Force is represented by an individual who
will be introduced by my counterpart, the Chairman of the Royal Air Force
Historical Society, Air Marshal Sir Frederick Sowrey.

Air Marshal Sir Frederick Sowrey: General Poe, ladies and gentlemen. What
a great privilege it is for us all to be here for this historic occasion. The history
of our two great air forces in both peace and war has been closely interwoven,
and I think none more so than since 1945 and the advent of nuclear weapons and
the Cold War, the period which we are going to be talking about during this
symposium. Our aims are very much as yours. We look at history through the
policies, the operations, and the personalities of our air force, and we hopefully
can draw the lessons of the past to make some relevance to those who are
operating an air force of today. We, for our part, look forward to the contribution
that we can make to your symposium, and we particularly look forward to the
warmth of friendship and comradeship which you have provided us. Now the
people who have done all the hard work in this have been those in the Pentagon
and the Ministry of Defence who have, in fact, been our channel of
communication. Dick Hallion has already been introduced to you; perhaps I can
introduce his opposite number in the Ministry of Defence, Group Captain lan
Madelin, the head of our Air Historical Branch.

General Poe: Thank you, very much. This relationship between our two air
forces, forged in fire at the height of the gloomy days of World War 11 and
tempered through many later confrontations, is very important to us.
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General Merrill A. (Tony) McPeak, Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force,
earned a bachelor of arts in economics at San Diego State College and
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War College and was the military fellow at the Council on Foreign
Relations in New York City. From February 1980 to June 1981 he
commanded the 20th Tactical Fighter Wing at RAF Upper Heyford.
Later, he was commander of 12th Air Force and U.S. Southern
Command Air Forces at Bergstrom AFB, Texas, and commander in
chief of Pacific Air Forces at Hickam AFB, Hawaii. General McPeak
became Chief of Staff in October 1990.



Opening Address
To Protect Our Heritage’

General Merrill A. McPeak

It’s areal honor to address this group of distinguished airmen and historians.
I’m pleased to see so many of our friends from the RAF Historical Society.
Much of our own heritage in the U.S. Air Force was built side-by-side with our
British cousins. So we feel a special kinship with the RAF.

In this century a famous Briton— Winston Churchill—suggested that history
would deal gently with him because, as he said, “I intend to write it.” It’s rather
tempting, isn’t it, to write one’s own history, to preserve a legacy. We have that
opportunity and responsibility today, in both the U.S. Air Force and the RAF.

If we try to look at today’s developments from the viewpoint of some future
historian, it is clear that the 1990s will be seen as a time of sharp downsizing, as
a time of reorganization, and I hope, as a time in which we took care to protect
our heritage. Let me spend a few minutes explaining why heritage is so
important to us and what we’re doing to protect it.

All of us understand that air forces exist for the ultimate purpose of putting
fire and steel on targets. That means that the combat function is the core of our
business. If you asked a man-on-the-street what it takes to get this job done, he
would quite likely point to some tangible thing—a stealth aircraft, a precision-
guided weapon, an air base. In any case, a material, and usually high-tech
object—a thing.

But—and all professionals understand this—the important mission
component is people. And, therefore, the most significant improvements we can
make have to do with the human dimension—with recruiting, and training, and
keeping, and motivating high-quality people. In my view, our history, our legacy,
our heritage play an essential role in these human values.

Now, combat is often depicted as an individual event; like tennis. It
sometimes does come down to pilot versus pilot, “1 v 1.” And so we recognize
individual achievement, or personal valor. But, more often than not, combat is
a team sport, more like soccer than tennis. Individuals still score, but it’s the
team effort that makes scoring possible.

* General McPeek's speech was published in Air Power History (Winter 1993), pp.
36-38.
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You all know this, and I mention it only to help me explain to myself why
it’s so important for us to pay attention to team performance, to the units that
people served in, to the flags that have flown under circumstances that cause us
the greatest pride.

Anyway, we are paying attention. We’ve recently taken a comprehensive
look back at wing and squadron flags across all communities: fighter, bomber,
mobility, missile, C’I, trainers, space, test, special operations—all of them.

Before this initiative, our heritage preservation effort—such as it was—was
disjointed. Each command was left to its own approach. Commanders who
cared—and many didn’t—watched over their own small pot of unit flags. It was
to prevent the piecemeal loss of our legacy that we decided on a systematic,
three-step approach.

First, we looked at the age of our formations. This was fairly straight-
forward. As you know, by the early 1930s we had established thirteen combat
groups. Of course, these groups are called wings today, but their numbers and
their heritage still carry through. These groups and their squadrons are the oldest
combat organizations we have. They are, kind of the original Air Force—our
elder statesmen..

If you go back to the cities, towns, and villages of this country, these are the
units people would most associate themselves with. This is true because, simply
by being on the books for fifty or sixty years, more Air Force men and women
would have cycled through these units.

So, we first resolved to protect out oldest units, to keep these original
thirteen flags flying. By the way, some of these unit flags had already been
folded by the time we got around to doing this; so we had some work to do.

Second, we looked at umiits established starting about 1940, during the rapid
buildup for the Second World World War. Here, the issue was not age, but unit
achievement. We identified flags with illustrious accomplishments to their credit,
the flags that had literally earned the right to keep flying. We did not reach for
particular specifics—preferring instead to let the history speak for itself. This list
would include units such as:

* The 23rd Wing — the Flying Tigers

* The 4th Wing — with the RAF Eagle Squadrons and more combat

victories than any other wing

* The 56th Wing — with thirty-nine aces

* The 60th Wing — which made our first paratroop drop of World War II,

helped in the Berlin Airlift, made the first jet landing in the Antarctic

* The 305th Wing — whose logbook includes Schweinfurt, the Battle of the

Bulge, and a commander named LeMay.

There are so many more, but you get the idea.

We wanted to keep wing flags in each operating element of the Air Force,
so we tried to find fighter flags, bomber flags, missile flags, and so forth, of
special distinction. I’ll admit, given the desire to keep flags in each category,



To Protect Our Heritage

there’s a certain amount of subjective judgment. For instance, we’ve never fired
an ICBM in anger, so it’s hard to compare a missile wing’s record-against other
kinds of combat wings. But President Kennedy called the 341st Wing his “ace
in the hole” during the Cuban Missile Crisis and this fact distinguishes the 341st,
sets it apart as a missile unit.

Other wings are associated with one-time spectaculars—the 509th Bomb
Wing—for instance. The 509th was recently reestablished to stand-up the B-2
operation at Whiteman Air Force Base. The 509th, of course, is the only outfit
that has ever dropped nuclear munitions in anger. Its record otherwise is not all
that distinguished. Nevertheless, the 509th has a secure place in history and we
thought it ought to be protected.

So, we decided to first preserve our thirteen oldest wings. Second, we
identified a small number of additional wings that had a record of special
accomplishment. As you might expect, there was some overlap here, because
some of our original thirteen flags have served with great distinction. But for our
purposes, it didn’t matter. The thirteen oldest were given a “bye” into the finals
and were joined there by units that fought thelr way through the qualifying
rounds.

The final step was to rank-order the remaining wing flags. Here we used a
scoring system with points awarded for years of service, decorations, streamers,
aerial victories, and so on. We’ve done exactly the same thing for squadron flags
that I’ve described for wings. That is, we’ve identified our oldest and most
distinguished squadrons and have rank-ordered the rest.

Now, the idea is, as our force structure continues to shrink, the oldest and
most distinguished flags will be “keepers.” We will deactivate and turn in other
wing and squadron flags, starting with those units that have the lowest heritage
scores. As installations close, we’ll move unit flags around to ensure the keepers
are protected. We will no doubt take some criticism for this. Some will say,
“What difference does it make? You take one number down over the door and
put up another. So what?”

We can’t really respond to these critics because they don’t understand the

_institution. If the numbers don’t mean anything to them—if heritage isn’t
important to them—they’ll never understand what we’re about.

I don’t expect we’ll see much of this kind of criticism inside the Air Force.
We haven’t been in business long—Iless than fifty years. Even so, most Air Force
people understand the importance of pride and roots.

A second type of criticism will be more effective because there is a certain
cost to doing this. We’ll have to change signs around the base. We’ll have to
order new patches and new stationery and so forth. I’ve put out guidance that
says don’t repaint wholesale—wait until it’s necessary. Don’tbuy new stationery
until the old stock is used up and so on. We’ll try to think it through so people
don’t have to go through this twice or three times. But, in the end, there will be
a ceratin cost associated with this initiative.
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In the context of our mission, these costs are trivial. I have absolutely no
doubt that we’ll be a better organization to accomplish our mission if we
preserve our heritage. In fact, this may be the lowest cost approach to increasing
" combat effectiveness. Anything else we might do—enhancing training, buying
better equipment, or improving facility support—would certainly cost more.

I don’t suppose any of this would make much difference if the Air Force
were growing—or even if it were staying the same size. Then all of our
organizations—all our flags—would be safe.

But the problem in the Pentagon, or in Whitehall, for that matter, is that the
drawdown is putting our heritage at risk—causing us to fold and shelve many
proud unit flags. To me, these flags are more than symbols—they are living
reminders of values that define the Air Force. ‘

If we’re not careful, just taking down of a squadron here, a wing there, we’ll
whittle away at our legacy, we’ll create a new kind of hollow air force—one
that’s lost its heritage, its heroes, its famous campaigns, its core values.

‘That’s a quick look at our heritage program. I know this was a bit like
preaching to the choir, but I thought you’d appreciate my view of the process.

I’d like to take credit for recognizing that an Air Force without a past will
not have a future. Unhappily for me, that simple, powerful idea was put forward
by another Chief of Staff-—Carl Spaatz. He remembered the lean years of the
1930s—how the future Great Captains of World War Il prepared by studying and
debating the lessons learned from World War L. Spaatz saw a parallel developing
in the 1950s, so he set up the Air Force Historical Foundation.

That first meeting in 1953 was a Who’s-Who of air power—Twining,
Vandenberg, White, Eaker, McKee, Edwards, and others. It would have been fun
to have been there. Spaatz gave one charge to the group—“Preserve and
perpetuate the history and traditions of the Air Force and of the people who’ve
devoted their lives to its service.” All that is left for us to do is salute smartly and
say, “Yes sir.”
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Introduction
General Bryce Poe 11

As you know, Panel I begins our symposium with “Policy Decisions,” and
I do not know how we could have picked a more pertinent or more difficult
subject between allies. The many factors involved in policy decision
making—relating it to the real threat, to the perceived threat, public reaction,
government and bureaucratic reactions, system reliability and availability,
finance, the influence of outside circumstances, differing service and national
traditions, agreements and disputes on roles and missions within our services
and with our allies—make it a fascinating subject for examination today. We are
very fortunate that our panel members have selecied subjects across the
spectrum of Royal Air Force and U.S. Air Force efforts to confront and
eventually solve problems through policy decisions. This session features four
papers that detail important developments from just after World War II through

the early 1980s.
' The initial introduction of U.S. Air Force aircraft with atomic weapons, at
no little risk to the United Kingdom, was o be marked by frustration, conflict,
disagreement, and misunderstanding. But the common threat and common
mission led to remarkable success and cooperation. In our first paper, Patrick
Murray, the senior U.S. Air Force historian in the United Kingdom, gives a look
at this process that is both unique and most interesting.

Our second speaker has been a historian, soldier, author, and holder of jobs
with increasing responsibility up to and including the Assistant Under Secretary
of State for the United Kingdom. Cecil James adds a special personal
knowledge, as well as historical expertise, to the discussion of how Minister of
Defence Duncan Sandys brought missiles into a prominent role as a major part
of British defense activities.

Our third speaker, Air Chief Marshal Sir Denis Smallwood, is an old friend
of mine. He moved up, as you know, through the ranks to the highest levels of
the Royal Air Force. When you talk about “the view from the top,” he has had
that view. He has also had it down the line a bit. I can remember when you and
[, sir, were keeping an eye on General Bubayev across the Iron Curtain; sharing
concerns and, sometimes, amused comments about that Soviet general s activi-
ties. I am just delighted to have my old friend Sir Denis here. If anybody is a
representative of the kind of attitudes and personalities that led to strong Anglo-
American cooperation, it is “Splinters” Smallwood. He was there longer than

11
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most, and he had much to do with the serious problems that had to be dealt with.
Incidentally, I did have one problem, “Splinters.” The State Department was a
bit concerned. They came to me a couple of weeks ago about your coming over
here—all of you, Freddie and all. It seems we have this terrorist problem and it
was the 179th anniversary last week of the burning of Washington. I had to
assure them that it was the Royal Marines that burned the place down, not the
Royal Air Force!

Finally, as one of the hand-picked few selected to chart the way to solve an
entirely new set of military problems and opportunities, Lieutenant Colonel
Michael Kirtland is particularly well suited to the study of policy decisions,
which he does at the Air Power Research Institute down at Maxwell AFB,
Alabama. If you had to pick one activity that one would have assumed to have
been routine operation, but that turned into a major controversy, it would have
to be the deployment of ground-launched cruise missiles at Greenham Common.
Colonel Kirtland was intimately involved in that deployment.

12
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An Initial Response to the Cold War:
The Buildup of the U.S. Air Force
in the United Kingdom
1948-1956

Patrick E. Murray

The demobilization of Allied military forces following the surrender of
Nazi Germany resulted in the withdrawal of all United States military combat
aircraft from the United Kingdom. The general hope was that such a combat
armada would never be needed again. That hope was short-lived. The closing
of ground routes into West Berlin during the spring and summer of 1948 began
the challenge, the threats, the show of force by Stalinist Soviet might, and, on
the part of the United States, a corresponding demonstration of resolve, as
shown by Operation Vittles, the airlift to blockaded Berlin. The increased
tensions, response, and counter-response were elements that would characterize
the history of Europe and Asia for decades. The Cold War was underway, and
the United Kingdom found itself, not unwittingly, on the front line. “It must not
be forgotten,” Winston Churchill would state later, “that under the late
Government, we took peculiar risks in providing the principal atomic base for
the United States in East Anglia and that, in consequence, we placed ourselves
in the very forefront of Soviet antagonism.”’ The United States and the United
Kingdom had become inseparably allied in the East-West confrontation.

On July 17-18, 1948, at the invitation of British Prime Minister Clement
Attlee, some sixty United States Air Force B-29 strategic bombers landed at
three British air bases on a thirty-day training deployment. For the first time, the
U.S. Air Force had stationed combat aircraft in another sovereign nation during
peacetime. Unlike the situation in Germany, where the United States had
acquired its bases by right of occupation, the United States had no bases of its
own in the United Kingdom. Moreover, the two nations had no formal
agreement allowing this deployment. Six squadrons of strategic bombers
constituted a sizeable military force to be deployed on British soil in peacetime
without formal agreements between the host nation and visiting forces.’

This absence of a formal agreement allowing foreign military forces on
sovereign British soil was not the only irregularity that one could observe in this
event. After the demobilization following World War 11, hundreds of military
airfields still remained in the United Kingdom. These were Class A Standard
Airfields with runways only 6,000 feet long and 150 feet wide, adequate for
combat-loaded B-17s and B-24s. However, USAF B-29s, capable of carrying

15
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bomb loads three to four times greater than the earlier bombers, required
runways 8,000 feet long and 200 feet wide. How was it possible that the largest
combat-tested bomber in the free world, possessed only by the United States,
could deploy to and operate safely from British military airfields in 1948? The
answer is not immediately obvious and requires some explanation, while the
long-term consequences of the B~29 event requires even more elaboration.

In 1946, while making a final tour of air force installations in the United
Kingdom, Marshal of the Royal Air Force Sir Arthur Tedder, Chief of the Air
Staff, and General Carl Spaatz, Commanding General, U.S. Army Air Forces,
discussed the uneasy peace that resulted from the Allied victory in Europe.’ The
strength of the Soviet military, together with little indication of demobilization
comparable to that of the other Allied nations, justified more than just a gut
feeling that political and military struggle in Europe might not be over. The two
airmen agreed that several air bases in East Anglia would be prepared for use
by B-29s, in the eventuality that they would be needed in the theater. So it was
that Royal Air Force (RAF) Scampton, RAF Marham, RAF Waddington, and
RAF Lakenheath were able and ready to receive the six squadrons of USAF
strategic bombers in the summer of 1948.*

On July 16, 1948, Lieutenant General Curtis E. LeMay, Commander
United States Air Forces in Europe (USAFE), issued General Order No. 54,
establishing the 3rd Air Division (Provisional) at RAF Marham. The
commanding officer designated for this provisional organization was Colonel
Stanley T. Wray, a USAFE staff officer who happened to be in England at the
time surveying airfields.” Two days later, the first phase of Operation Looker,
the “movement of two medium Bomb Groups from the [United States] to
Europe™ was completed, as the 28th Bomb Group from Rapid City, South
Dakota, and the 307th Bomb Group from MacDill Air Force Base, Florida,
landed in the United Kingdom for a thirty-day deployment. The advertised
purpose of this thirty-day temporary duty, according to a news release sent from
the Office of the Secretary of the Air Force to U.S. Military Attaché in London,
was training: :

The flight is being made at the invitation of the Air Ministry. During
their stay in England it is expected that the B-29" s will visit Royal Air
Force installations throughout England and engage in such joint
exercises as may be decided upon there. . . . They aré scheduled to
return to the U.S. approximately July 31.” :

Each group consisted of three squadrons of ten aircraft, while C—54 cargo
aircraft transported maintenance personnel and supplies. The total number of
U.S. airmen descending upon English soil was approximately fifteen hundred.®
However, even before this initial deployment reached England, the decision had
been made to extend the temporary duty to sixty days.”
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~ Training was definitely a consideration in the deployment concept, but,
in larger terms, the basing of American strategic forces in England at
that time represented a unified British-American response to the Soviet
ground blockade of West Berlin.'

A new commander with the rank of general officer was assigned to 3rd Air
Division (Provisional), adding credence to the probability that the USAF
presence in England was more than a casual visit of old friends. On August 7,
1948, Major General Leon W. Johnson assumed command of the 3rd Air
Division with responsibilities to exercise command jurisdiction over all USAF
stations, activities, supporting and attached units; to exercise operational control
under direction of the Commanding General, USAFE, of all USAF combat units
based in the United Kingdom,; to establish an air depot to provide depot support
to Operation Vittles; and to organize logistical support for all USAF units in the
United Kingdom."

Two weeks later, on August 23, 1948, permanency took on a stronger claim
when the parenthetical “provisional” was deleted from the air division
designation, as Headquarters USAFE established the 3rd Air Division assigned
to the USAFE."” Thus began four and a half decades of U.S. military presence
in the United Kingdom; the mission as stated in 1948 has remained essentially
unchanged.

As quickly as the thirty-day temporary deployment was changed to sixty
days, so the sixty-day deployment was extended to ninety days. On November
13, 1948, the Air Ministry advised Washington that long-term use of RAF
stations by the USAF “was assumed.”’® Thus, less than four months after the
arrival of a thirty-day deployed task force, the governments of the United States
and the United Kingdom had agreed that the basing of U.S. forces in the United
Kingdom would continue indefinitely.

The long-term use of RAF stations necessitated extensive, usually
protracted, negotiations. Whereas the early documentation occasionally reveals
the frustration and weariness on both sides of the negotiating table, the U.S. and
the U.K. governments succeeded in forging a substantial basis of cooperation
that has coursed through the test of time for forty-five years. The mutual respect
that had been earned during 1942-1945 undoubtedly contributed to the
willingness of the British to do everything possible to make the American
" presence succeed. As General Johnson reported to Lieutenant General Edwin
W. Rawlings in the Pentagon, referring to the British assistance and generosity
to the USAF: “I think the RAF has leaned over backward to accomplish this.”**
From 1948 through 1955, the United States and the United Kingdom Iabored
endlessly to establish a credible Cold War response to the Soviet Union, a
response that included a capable strategic nuclear delivery force, an adequate
air defense system, and the development of a logistic system and supply channel
adequate for whatever might arise.
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In these initial months, there were ample instances of cooperation between
the two parties at virtually every echelon. At the lower levels, quite literally
where the “rubber meets the road,” the RAF made available to the USAF 385
vehicles of all types, from motorcycles to six-ton trucks.'® In discussions about
financial arrangements, they reached an early understanding that the British
would supply the Americans with airfields, accommodations, and telecom-
munications free of charge, provided that the expenditures did not exceed the
normal costs of RAF requirements and standards. That “free of charge”'® aspect
made the presence of the USAF in the U.K. different from the U.S. military
presence in any other country, a fact that could go a long way toward supporting
an opinion that a special sense of cooperation existed between the United States
and the United Kingdom.

The first cooperative effort between the United States and United Kingdom
occurred in September at a meeting at Bush House Central, where representa-
tives of the Air Ministry, Headquarters Bomber Command, and 3rd Air Division
worked out arrangements for the supply of aviation fuel, petrol, and lubricants.

It was agreed that the airfields in the U.K. at which the USAF were
established, where Royal Air Force provided headquarters facilities,
M.T. petrol, lubricants, etc., required by the USAF, will be issued from
local Royal Air Force stocks on repayment.”"’

Another example involving American and British military forces in a
combined training exercise occurred six weeks after the arrival of the two U.S.
bombardment groups described above. On September 3 through 5, 1948, the
B-29s participated in a British defense exercise called Operation Dagger.'
Officials of both countries had locked upon American participation with some
apprehension because of the political implications involved, however; no
serious problems arose.

Easy to overlook when considering the peacetime deployment of USAF
strategic bombers to England in the summer of 1948 was the equally
momentous decision to establish a major air force depot in the United Kingdom.
In response to this decision, the Air Ministry made RAF Burtonwood available
as an air depot site to support the airlift in Germany. On September 12, 1948,
96 officers and 1,451 airmen arrived from Rome, New York, to begin depot
operations, doubling the USAF population in England. As the Berlin Blockade
tightened, the airlift of supplies became the number one priority throughout the
Air Force."” A week after its arrival at Burtonwood, the 59th Air Depot was
assigned responsibility for performing 200-hour inspections on aircraft involved
in Operation Vittles, and the depot commander received instructions to build an
organization capable of completing seven inspections a day.*

RAF and USAF leaders quickly realized that the American presence
demanded more comprehensive jurisdictional and financial arrangements than
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existed prior to the arrival of a thirty-day TDY bomber force. The first group of
peacetime American forces were governed under the existing statutes of the
United Kingdom—the wartime Visiting Forces Act of 1942. The 3rd Air
Division Regulations 111-2 (Military Justice), 30-1 (Personnel), and 30-2
(Paternity Claims) were all based on the provisions of this act.”’ The early
financial agreements were premised upon a brief stay and a limited use of
resources. Once both sides acknowledged that the USAF was in the U.K. for an
indefinite duration, a stay which would involve a much larger force than sixty
bombers and would require enormous expenditures of public money, more
detailed and protracted negotiations were initiated.”

During the first half of 1949, the American forces carried out an intense but
regular routine of rotating strategic bomber units for ninety-day tours. At the
same time, the air depot at Burtonwood pushed C-47s through their
maintenance line at an average of 8.4 aircraft per day.” In May 1949, the
Soviets lifted the Berlin blockade, and for the first time in nine months, USAFE
relaxed the six-hour alert that had been required of the B-29s in England.** By
the time the USAF had completed its first year of Cold War deployments in the
United Kingdom, ten strategic bomber groups—the 2nd, 22nd, 28th, 43rd, 92nd,
97th, 98th, 301st, 307th, and 509th—had acquired familiarity and experience
in operating out of U.K. bases and training with RAF units.

While the Berlin Airlift and the training of rotational units were high
priorities for the 3rd Air Division Headquarters, negotiations with the host
nation also received considerable attention. Major activities included the
selection of additional RAF bases for USAF use and the endless agreements
necessary to define the privileges available to U.S. service members.

Of the seventy-four arrangements accomplished between the United States
and the United Kingdom at this time, four must be singled out: the Johnson-
Chilver Arrangement signed in January 1949; the Ambassadors’ Agreement,
signed in April 1950; the Special Construction Program signed in February
1951; and the U.S.-U.K. Cost Sharing Agreement of 1953. The importance of
these four agreements cannot be overestimated.” As we look back on the Cold
War as an historic event, the calibre of the initial response and cooperation
between the United States and United Kingdom is exemplified in these four
major decisions. In retrospect, it can be seen and must be acknowledged that
they established the groundwork upon which the two nations have worked
together for more than forty-five years.

The experience of the Berlin Airlift and the associated extended alert for the
B-29 aircraft and air crews from September 1948 through May 1949 increased
the USAF concern about the safety and protection of the bomber force. In May
1949, General Johnson wrote to the American Ambassador, Lewis Douglas,
stating his desire to acquire better locations for basing the B—29s. Johnson
believed that RAF Marham, RAF Lakenheath, and RAF Sculthorpe, all located
in East Anglia, were “tactically unsuitable because of their nearness to the coast
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and their obvious vulnerability to enemy air attack.”* For adequate protection,
the B—29s needed bases located behind the RAF fighter screen and behind the
Greater London antiaircraft defenses.

The emergency plan Double Quick had provided for the movement of
B-29s to other areas of England, preferably the Midlands, which were less
vulnerable to attack. Double Quick required four bases adequate for B-29
combat operations. This early requirement for inland bases laid the foundation
for the eventual procurement and rehabilitation of four airfields: RAF Brize
Norton, RAF Fairfield, RAF Upper Heyford, and RAF Greenham Common.”

During 1949, 3rd Air Division did not see any major changes in the
composition of U.S. forces in the United Kingdom. The rotational bomber units
continued to come and go at RAF Marham, RAF Sculthorpe, and RAF
Lakenheath. The USAF continued to seek more expansion of locations and
facilities, but more bases required additional Congressional appropriations and
securing a comparable commitment from the U.K. government during a period
of a weakened British post-war economy.

Two events of 1949 which strengthened the U.S.-UK partnership in the
Cold War were the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty in April and the ABC
(American, British, Canadian) Conference held in Washington during
September. At the ABC conference, officials agreed that the RAF would
oversee the air defense of Great Britain, while the USAF would increase the
number of wartime bomber units operating from U.K. bases. The explosion of
the first nuclear device by the Soviet Union in August 1949, no doubt, provided
incentive for greater U.S.-U K. partnership in defense. As an additional sign of
the cooperative efforts of the two air forces, the RAF agreed to commit fighters
to the defense of the USAF bases, give radar coverage for the areas surrounding
the East Anglian bases, and furnish RAF Regiment forces to guard the bases.”

The first major agreement that secured the expansion of USAF operations
in the United Kingdom was the Ambassadors’ Agreement, mentioned above.
Although the Ambassadors’ Agreement involved the expenditure of $17
million, it did not include any exchange of funds between the United States and
the United Kingdom. Under this agreement, the United States contributed the
services of three engineer aviation battalions for upgrading RAF Upper
Heyford, Brize Norton, Fairford, and Greenham Common to B-29 operational
standards. The British furnished all construction materials and a specified
degree of contractual labor.”” This agreement was significant in another aspect
as well. The principle of “extra cost” was recognized, wherein the British
Government agreed to provide land, facilities, and services at no cost to the
USAF as long as such elements were surplus to British needs and involved no
additional expense to British agencies.*

The Korean War, which began in June 1950, added a sense of urgency to
the buildup of forces in the UK. In July, the 20th Fighter-Bomber Group
deployed sixty-nine F-84s to RAF Manston and established the first permanent
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presence of U.S. fighter aircraft.” During the last half of the year, concern about
the war in Korea and the influence it might have on Soviet expansion in Europe
led to additional deployments, and two more B-29 bomb groups moved to the
United Kingdom, the largest concentration of Strategic Air Command (SAC)
bombers ever to occur in Britain. *

As the American military buildup progressed, U.S. and U.K. representatives
continued to study and negotiate installation requirements in response to the
decisions made at the ABC Conference held in Washington in September 1949.
In addition to improving the four Midlands bases as agreed on in the
Ambassadors” Agreement, the ABC Conference approved an expansion of the
USAF to thirty bases.

This agreement led to the next important arrangement between the United
States and the United Kingdom, the Special Construction Program, which called
for improvements and construction at three air depots and twenty-three airfields.
This jointly funded program, initially costing $109 million, was signed by U.S.
and U K. officials in February 1951. _

By 1951, the growing size and complexity of the mission of 3rd Air
Division led to a separation of its responsibilities. The 7th Air Division under
SAC took the strategic bombing mission of the B-29s, while the newly
activated Third Air Force, which reported to USAFE, was responsible for all
tactical operations, logistics and supply, and negotiations with the host nation.
By the time 3rd Air Division had split in two, the USAF presence in the U.K.
had grown to nearly twenty-five thousand personnel stationed at sixteen
installations. For the next decade and a half, 7th Air Division and Third Air
Force were the two principal USAF elements in the United Kingdom.*

In May 1951, to meet SAC’s deployment requirements, Third Air Force
transferred to 7th Air Division jurisdiction at nine bases—RAF Basingborne,
RAF Lakenheath, RAF Lindholme, RAF Manston, RAF Marham, RAF
Mildenhall, RAF Sculthorpe, RAF Wyton, and RAF Waddington. As soon as
they were activated, six more bases—RAF Brize Norton, RAF Upper Heyford,
RAF Fairford, RAF Greenham Common, RAF Woodbridge, and RAF
Carnaley—were added to SAC” s holdings.* In June 1951, the Air Ministry, the
RAF, and SAC expanded SAC operations in England to included medium and
heavy bombers, fighter escorts, reconnaissance, and air refuelers, an effort that
required a total of twenty-four installations.*

For the next four years, the United States and the United Kingdom were
joined in the common cause of construction to satisfy the burgeoning need for
facilities to accommodate more USAF aircraft and personnel. SAC’s 7th Air
Division continued its large-scale unit rotations, while Third Air Force acquired
tactical operational responsibilities. In August 1951, the 20th Fighter Bomber
Wing at RAF Wethersfield was assigned to Third Air Force; in September, the
81st Fighter Interceptor Wing arrived at RAF Bentwaters; and in December, the
123rd Fighter Bomber Group at RAF Manston reported to Third Air Force. Six
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months later, the 49th Air Division, equipped with B-45 medium bombers, was
assigned to Third Air Force and stationed at RAF Sculthorpe. With the
establishment of the 49th Air Division, the Third Air Force aircraft inventory
consisted of eighty-six F-84 Thunderjets from the 20th Fighter Bomber Wing,
sixty F-86 Sabrejets belonging to the 81st Fighter Interceptor Wing, thirty-one
B—435s under the 47th Bomb Group, and a mix of forty F—84s and twenty-three
F-86s flown by the 406th Fighter-Bomber Wing.”’

As more forces arrived in the United Kingdom, both sides dedicated
additional manpower to the continued development of negotiated agreement. It
was a learning experience for all involved. After several instances of Third Air
Force presenting its understanding of certain “contracts” for services, an official
in the Air Ministry responded

1 am directed to refer to the increasing use in correspondence of the
word “Contract” when allusion is made to the financial arrangements
between the Air Ministry and the Third Air Force relating to
equipment, facilities, services and supplies granted to the latter. The
Air Ministry is not under contract to provide any such services and the
written agreements relate only to the charges (or absence of charge)
which will be appropriate when our good offices are used to assist the
USAF. The distinction is an important on€ and I am to ask that care
should be taken by all correspondents to avoid referring to the
arrangements as “contracts.”®

The other major agreement achieved regarding the development and
financing for the upgrade, rehabilitation, and maintenance of USAF locations
in the United Kingdom was the “U.S.-U.K. Cost Sharing Arrangement” of 1953,
which involved expenditures of $640 million. The agreement, which went into
force on September 9, 1953, was of indefinite duration. The cost-sharing
approach reached in these negotlatlons has served as a basis for U.S.-U.K.
cooperation since that time.*

The buildup of forces for 7th Air Division and Third Air Force continued
throughout 1953 and 1954. By 1955 the USAF occupied eighty installations, of
which twenty-three were airfields. At the installations utilized by the 7th Air
Division, the wings participating in the ninety-day rotational deployments
gradually changed from B—29s and B-50s to B-36s and B—47s. At this time, the -
USAF inventory consisted of four hundred aircraft and a total of eighty-two
thousand USAF personnel including dependents permanently stationed in the
United Kingdom.*

By 1956 major changes were on the horizon for both Thlrd Air Force and
the 7th Air Division. From a military perspective, the development of ballistic
missiles and their operational potential indicated a lesser need for forward
deployed forces. From an economic perspective, President Eisenhower, entering
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his second term, began looking for ways to decrease. overseas military
expenditures, and one method was to reduce the number and size of units
stationed abroad. Under the program known as “Big Shuffle” seventeen of the
thirty USAF installations were designated for return to the Ministry of Defence.
In the process of returning installations, force structure changed, units
inactivated, and the size of the USAF in the United Kingdom diminished. Never
again did U.S. troop strength reach the numbers stationed in the United
Kingdom during the period from 1952 to 1955.

The U.S.-U K. initial response to the Cold War, as illustrated in the buildup
of USAF forces in the United Kingdom, had been both massive and rapid.
Discussing the effect of this buildup on Soviet planning is not the purpose of
this paper, however, there is little doubt that this demonstration of long-term
commitment and resolve in the early years of the Cold War illustrated to Soviet
leaders that the U.S. and U.K. were firm allies against the threat of aggression.
Interms of U.S.-U K. partnership, the principles of teamwork and bonds of trust
established at the negotiation tables during those early years created a solid
foundation for cooperation which still serves the two nations.
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The Role of Missiles in British Concepts of Defence:
The Influence of Duncan Sandys

Cecil James

The moderator must not start counting, yet, timewise. I have my throat
pastilles with me; we seem to have imported some London type fog today. And
1 do not mean for you to start counting yet, sir, because I’ ve really been through
a sort of “drowning man” experience from Patrick Murray. So much of what he
was talking about, I was personally involved in, especially in the late 1940s and
1950s. There was a point in that history where, if I had died overnight,
Greenham Common would have been found written on my heart!

But here we are. Missiles, concepts of defence, Duncan Sandys, in half an
hour. Oh, boy! Brevity, of course, is important; there does seem to be a sort of
relationship between the number of words and the importance of the subject: 56
words in the Lord’s Prayer, 294 in the Ten Commandments, 300 in the
Declaration of Independence, and 26,911 in the European Community directive
on the export of duck eggs! Oh yes, I ought to also say, before you start
counting, I had a word with Roger Miller about the balance of this particular
talk as between high policy and personality, and he said, “For the sort of
audience that we’ ve got, personality is far more important than policy!”

Duncan Sandys was born in 1908. He had a typical education for his age
and class: Eton and Cambridge University. His father had been a Member of
Parliament, and Sandys became one also at an unusually early age, twenty-
seven, and remained one, except for a break between 1945 and 1950, until 1974.
His father-in-law, Winston Churchill, was also in Parliament for most of that
long, dangerous, and turbulent period. Sandys” first ministerial appointment
came in 1941, after he had been invalided out of the army with a serious
disablement.

His wartime service is best known for his chairmanship of the Crossbow
Committee, a subcommittee of the British War Cabinet that monitored and
coordinated intelligence operations and air attacks against a range of targets
crucial to the V-weapon offensive that the Germans were planning: V-1, the
first cruise missile, and V-2, the first ballistic missile. On June 13 1944, a week
after D-Day, the first V-1 landed in Britain; they then came thick and fast.
Some ten thousand V-1s and one thousand V-2s were launched against Britain
by April 1945. Looking back on World War II, on critical periods that could
have turned out differently and altered the course of history, the German missile

25



o
o

G L R e

b

Cecil James, member of the Royal Air Force Historical Society
Committee, received his degree in history from Cambridge University
in 1940. He served as a lieutenant in the Royal Artillery from 1940 to
1942, Subsequently, he was the author of numerous wartime
information booklets on Royal Air Force operations. From 1951 to
1956, Mr. James was the Private Secretary to the Secretary of State for
Air from 1951 to 1956. Later he served as Command Secretary for the
Far East Air Force, Singapore, from 1963 to 1966 and as Chief of
Public Relations, Ministry of Defence, from 1966 to 1968.

Subsequently he became the Assistant Under Secretary of State from
1968 to 1977.



Influence of Duncan Sandys

attack and Allied counteraction is just such a period. The intelligence effort
from 1942 and the associated bombing missions of Eighth Air Force and Royal
Air Force Bomber Command and Second Tactical Air Force not only reduced
the scale of the V-1 and V-2 attacks, they seriously delayed them. A week after
D-Day for the first V-1 had little effect on the invasion of Normandy; a week
before would have been more than a nuisance; a month or longer before, who
can say? V-1s could be shot down, with difficulty; V-2s, delayed until
September 1944, could not. Duncan Sandys was steeped in all this; it left its
mark.

He was next a minister from October 1951, when Churchill came back as
Prime Minister. This was as Minister of Supply, with responsibilities that
included the development of nuclear weapons and missiles in all the
categories—ground-to-air, ground-to-ground, air-to-air, and air-to-ground. He
was a member of the Cabinet at the time of the Anglo-French expedition at
Suez, a watershed event. This, too, left its mark on Sandys. In January 1957
Harold Macmillan, who had replaced Anthony Eden as Prime Minister,
appointed Sandys as Minister of Defence; and it is for his time and performance
in this post that Sandys is best known and remembered. His name is associated,
above all others, with deep and ill-conceived cuts in British defence, especially
with a blinkered obsession with the development of missiles at the expense of
aircraft. Whether this is a fair judgement or not, it cannot be denied that, in
contrast with many political appointments in our democratic systems, Sandys
became Minister of Defence knowing a lot about the subject for which he was
responsible. The task was daunting.

The Suez Crisis of 1956 was a political disaster, but far more important was
the growing realization, long before Egyptian President Gamal Nasser
nationalized the Suez Canal, that the British were living beyond their means and
had to get their priorities right. Concentrating, as we must, on defence—defence
concepts and defence expenditures, and the two were closely linked—the
process of scaling down the cost of defence and rethinking defence policy began
when Churchill returned to power in 1951. Defence was seen as taking too big
ashare of government expenditure; too much industrial, scientific, and technical
effort was going into defence industry at the expense of civil industry and
exports; too much manpower was going into defence through National
Service—the draft. The British Empire would surely shrink, but there were
many commitments in the Mediterranean, in Asia, and in Africa which could
last for many years. Could one meet them without the manpower provided by
National Service? Could one even meet British commitments on the European
mainland—over 30,000 men in the British Army of the Rhine (BAOR) and a
large tactical air force—without National Service? There was no question of
choosing between Imperial and North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
commitments. Both had to be honoured, but could this be done less expensively,
with differentially structured forces and a revised strategy; not only less
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expensively in money, but in manpower as well? To get rid of National Service
would be politically popular and provide good quality manpower for a lan-
guishing economy. Was there a solution, practicable and politically acceptable?
Or was it the case, as some were becoming to suspect, that God had gotten tired
of being an Englishman?

In May 1956, the Secretary to the British Cabinet delivered a memorandum
to the Prime Minister, Anthony Eden. It had quite a title: “The Future of the
United Kingdom in World Affairs.” It was quite brief, but it was notable for
both its common sense and its potential for controversy. As far as Defence was
concerned, the basic reasons for change were expressed like this:

The external situation confronting us has changed. The hydrogen bomb
has transformed the military situation. It has made full-scale war with
Russia or China unlikely. And conventional forces, though still of great
importance in some situations, have become a relatively less important
factor in world affairs. . . . It is clear that ever since the end of the war
we have tried to do too much—with the result that we have only rarely
been free from the danger of economic crisis. . . . Unless we make
substantial reductions in the Government’'s claims on the national
economy we shall endanger our capacity to play an effective role in
world affairs.’

”The hydrogen bomb,” the memorandum emphasized, “has transformed the
" military situation.” What was sinking in, or what those who wrote that
memorandum hoped was sinking in, was that the significant nuclear event was
not so much Hiroshima as Bikini Atoll. So long as the ultimate weapon was
measured in kilotons, you could just about conceive of a war in which such
weapons might be used. Your insurance policy had to be shaped accordingly,
with a serious element of conventional capability—which is where most of the
money goes—as well as nuclear. But once there is a thermonuclear capability
in some abundance you can and should rethink the terms of the insurance
policy. What now matters most is the absolute priority to be given to avoiding
general war.

The memorandum on future policy was the first such document to be
considered when, in May 1956, the Eden government began what was intended
to be a fundamental review of defence and national strategy. This made rapid
progress that summer but ran into the sand, almost literally, and was nearly
washed away when Nasser nationalized the Suez Canal on July 26th. For the
rest of the year, the government concentrated on the Suez expedition  and its
numerous consequences. But some crucial decisions were beginning to emerge.
One was that the keystone of defence policy would be an independent nuclear
deterrent. It would be provided by a V-bomber force to begin with, followed by
Blue Streak—a nuclear intermediate-range ballistic missile (IRBM) developed
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by the British with a good deal of American help, but wholly under British
control and with a British warhead. The possibility of deploying the Thor IRBM
in Britain as a stop gap until Blue Streak became operational was also emerging.
Whether or not that happened, two British air-launched cruise missiles were
envisaged to keep the V-bomber deterrent credible for as long as possible and
insure against delay over Blue Streak. These were the Blue Streak Mark 1 and,
later, the more sophisticated and capable Blue Streak Mark 2. There could be,
and was, argument about the size of the V-bomber force and the number of Blue
Streaks, but otherwise there was unanimity between the government and the Air
Staff. But there was a cloud on the horizon: the Royal Navy and Royal Army
had their doubts to some extent about the concept of nuclear deterrence and
certainly about the priority to be accorded to it and the resources that would be
invested in it.

Another emerging concept was that Britain had become indefensible. In the
thermonuclear age, if deterrence failed, you had to be able to knock everything
down. You could not do this, even when the threat was from manned bombers.
You certainly could not do so when the threat was from ballistic missiles; and
the intelligence assessment in the late 1950s was that the missile threat to
Britain would be serious within five or six years. Before Mr. Macmillan became
Prime Minister he had said that the sensible decision was to disband Fighter
Command—Fighter Command, the saviour of the nation and much else in 1940.
No wonder that Macmillan said that the decision was difficult as well as
sensible. ? The question that Duncan Sandys was required to answer was not
how much air defense was needed for the protection of Britain. It was how
much was needed for the credibility of the nuclear deterrent?

Precisely the same question arose in the next area of immense importance
to the British Cabinet: the commitment to NATO. If nuclear deterrence was the
name of the game, the purpose of conventional forces, at any rate in the NATO
- area, was not to fight a set-piece war but to enhance nuclear credibility. Indeed,
the more prepared one was to fight such a war, the more it weakened his nuclear
credibility, or so it could be argued. So before Duncan Sandys became Minister
of Defence, a diplomatic offensive was launched to sell to the NATO allies the
need for a radical reappraisal of NATO strategy and force levels, especially on
the Central Front, but at sea as well. Inevitably, this antagonized the Supreme
Allied Commander Atlantic (SACLANT) as well as the Supreme Allied
Commander Europe (SACEUR).

Accordingly, Duncan Sandys came into office in January 1957 with a
directive from Mr, Macmillan, the new Prime Minister, “to formulate in the
light of present strategic needs a new defence policy which will secure a
substantial reduction in expenditure and manpower.” In more detail, he was to
build up and, as necessary, modernize an effective independent strategic nuclear

* Macmillan was Chancellor of the Exchequer at the time.
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deterrent; ensure that NATO accepted and applied the logic of nuclear
deterrence; abolish National Service; achieve big savings in air defence, BAOR,
and RAF Germany; and reduce the Navy’s commitments and garrison forces
worldwide. '

A programme such as this demanded a politician who either could charm
the birds from the trees or who could not be deflected whatever the opposition.
Mr. Sandys was the second kind; he had always been. As a young artillery
officer before the war, he had used his position as a Member of Parliament to
expose the lamentable state of Britain’s antiaircraft defences. His name still
crops up twenty years after his retirement from active politics. In the London
Times this very year, a distinguished political opponent described him as a
politician of “monumental obstinacy,“ and a senior civil servant has likened him
to “a programmed tank.” Tales abound about how difficult he was to work for;
but it must be said that he was as hard on himself as his staff; long hours, late
into the night, week after week, were nothing to him. Memoranda were drafted
and redrafted again and again. Civil servants were cannon fodder. Two of us
went to see him one day to tell him that a missile range for the RAF in the Outer
Hebrides in Scotland could no longer be justified and should be abandoned. We
had taken a lot of criticism over this project: Whitehall blundering about in a
beautiful part of Scotland in its big bureaucratic boots. He listened to us, saying
nothing. I am not sure what we expected, but I was taken aback at what we got.
When we had finished, he laughed—Iloudly. It was a bit like a crevasse suddenly
opening up in a glacier, but it was a laugh, sure enough. I think he laughed
because we civil servants had finished up with egg on our faces. Another
missile project he had to deal with was the British link in the Ballistic Missile
Early Warning System. The best site was in a National Park at Fylingdale in
Yorkshire, and it was important to build the station quickly. Conservationists,
naturalists, amenity societies were up in arms and demanded a public enquiry.
One would have been conceded by the usual kind of politician, but not by
Duncan Sandys. The tank was programmed for credible nuclear deterrence;
early warning was essential for the credibility of Bomber Command as well as
Strategic Air Command; the tank rolled on and over the opposition.

Sandys could claim formal acceptance for nuclear deterrence by NATO.
After some hard lobbying in the last weeks of 1956, a new Political Directive
to the Military Authorities was issued in December by the NATO Council. It
was a document capable of differing interpretations, but formally it accepted a
trip-wire strategy, sanctioned by massive nuclear retaliation at an early stage if
war was not deterred. Sandys now had the basis he needed to argue within
NATO that the British nuclear deterrent justified a reduction in the British
conventional contribution; to support the case for a manifestly substantial
strategic nuclear capability; and to apply the logic of nuclear deterrence to
British force levels and capabilities outside the NATO area, as well as within.
We must not forget that the objective was not only to bring the defence strategy
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of the West up to date, to quote the Macmillan directive, it was also to “make
a substantial reduction in expenditure and manpower.”

Within NATO, it had been difficult to get agreement on the new political
directives of December 1956. The SACEUR and SACLANT had both argued
against any change which would lead to smaller conventional forces. The
SACEUR, General Walter Gruenther, was reported to have said, “As of now [
hate the British.”® His concern was that other NATO allies would also seek a
reduction in their conventional forces and the Soviet Union would get the
impression that NATO s unity and determination were weakening. Sandys was
totally unshaken. He revised the old Roman maxim, “If you want peace prepare
for war.” The new formulation in his 1957 White Paper was, “The overriding
consideration in military planning must be to prevent war rather than prepare
for it.” He insisted on this, despite being asked by the Chairman of the Chiefs
of Staff to leave it out for similar reasons to those of General Gruenther.® The
" tank was programmed and rolling.

But it did not roll quite as far, or as fast, as Sandys intended. The British
Cabinet had hoped to announce a reduction of the Rhine Army from 88,000 to
45,000 men within about two years, a reduction essential to an early ending to
National Service to which they were committed. This reduction could not be
reached: the final figure was 55,000, where it stayed for the next thirty years.
RAF Germany, in contrast, was halved in size—from four hundred to two
hundred frontline aircraft—within a year. The Air Staff were not far behind
Duncan Sandys in being willing to put most of the RAF eggs in the nuclear
basket. Their plans envisaged an even smaller force in Germany, exclusively for
strike and reconnaissance, by the beginning of the 1960s. But what was the right
balance between the nuclear and:the conventional? I offer three quotations.
First, the British Ambassador to NATO in March 1958:

The Political Directive was still open to conflicting interpretations and
. . . had plastered over the cracks rather than solved the strategic
problems of the Alliance. In particular, the United Kingdom were
known to take a more revolutionary view of military requirements in
the nuclear age than was acceptable to their continental allies, with the
Americans standing somewhat uneasily between, conscious of the
strength of the United Kingdom arguments but equally concerned with
their possibly dangerous effects on Continental policies.’

Second, Duncan Sandys at the NATO Council of December 1958:
The safety of the West continues to depend on our ability to convince
the Russians that a major attack upon any member of NATO will

provoke a massive nuclear retaliation. . . . Effectiveness does not
depend upon the possession of superiority. It depends upon the power
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to inflict on the aggressor a degree of injury which he is not prepared
to accept.®

A third quotation was by Lord Mountbatten commenting on behalf of the
British Chiefs of Staff in 1960 on a Ministry of Defence memorandum which
was heavily critical of NATO's investment in a set-piece battle—all those
F-104 Starfighters and tactical nuclear weapons, for instance—and of forward
defence on the Central Front in strength:

Our conclusions do not differ greatly in substance . . . but we must
have regard for the morale of our own troops, the confidence of our
allies—both in the military and political fields—and the continued
belief of our enemies in our steadfastness of purpose. . . . We cannot
admit, even to ourselves, that we would not fight on after a nuclear
exchange, nor that we should not attempt to defend as much as possible
of the territory of our continental allies. . . . we must organize, equip,
train and supply our forces with those evident intentions in view. . . .
we must therefore advocate the continuance of a doctrine whose basis
we agree to be unrealistic from the strictly military point of view.’”

These quotations illustrate several aspects of NATO ’s strategic position.
Looking at them from the British point of view, the historical significance lies
first in total commitment to the priority of nuclear deterrence; second, the
application of the deterrent concept in terms of credible British nuclear
capability, in part because of the political influence it bestowed but partly; and,
this is the third point, because it would be a unique contribution from within
Europe to strategic deterrence and justified a lesser conventional contribution
by the British to NATO. Against this background, it is not surprising that the
British were mainly interested in the strategic dimension of missilery. A very
promising tactical ground-to-ground missile, code named Blue Water, which
was under development before Sandys became Minister of Defence, was to be
an early sacrifice on the alter of economy. In this area, the British relied on U.S.
weaponry. With their view of correct NATO strategy, British ministers
consistently deplored the immense and rapid increase from 1958 onwards, in
SACEUR’s stock of nuclear weapons. They conceded that there was an
important political dividend, but they reckoned much smaller numbers would
suffice. And they were strongly opposed to providing SACEUR with ground-
launched missiles that could reach Soviet territory.'’ In their view, it was
politically and strategically essential that capability of that kind should be under
U.S. and British control.

Almost the first thing that Sandys did after he was appointed Minister of
Defence was to write to his opposite number, U.S. Secretary of Defense Charles
Wilson, confirming an agreement which had been reached in December 1956
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thanks to the good relations of the two Air Staffs. This provided for the supply
of U.S. atomic weapons until RAF stocks were adequate and for joint planning
and operational coordination between SAC and RAF Bomber Command.
President Dwight D. Eisenhower and Prime Minister Macmillan reconfirmed
this agreement at their Bermuda Conference in March 1957. At this time there
were also successful Anglo-American negotiations over nuclear information and
materials and the Thor IRBM. The complicated technical and financial
agreement, the training of RAF personnel to operate the weapon and the actual
deployment and emplacement of sixty missiles were extraordinary achieve-
ments. But in one significant respect, the programmed tank came up against an
immoveable obstacle. Blue Streak, the British IRBM, was in trouble. The
Treasury had always been against it, and Sandys was almost continuously
engaged in defending a project which he genuinely believed in and was
personally committed to. Costs, the development programme, number to be
deployed and, increasingly as time passed, the weapon’s credibility as a
deterrent, were the factors in the argument, especially costs. One possible
cheaper alternative Sandys was obliged to examine was putting a British
warhead into Thor, so long as—and this was the all-important proviso—the
U.S. government would then concede unrestricted control of the weapon.

At a meeting with Mr. Macmillan in May 1957 Sandys reported what had
taken place at a discussion with Secretary of State John Foster Dulles and
Secretary of Defense Wilson—a very curious report.'' According to the British
record, Mr. Sandys thought that the two Americans had accepted the proposition
of unrestricted control of Blue Streak; he had sent them a letter registering their
understanding, but the letter had not been acknowledged. Anyway, the proposal
was not to be seriously pursued. What was pursued was the case against Blue
Streak. Blue Streak was cancelled, as a weapon launcher, six months after
Sandys ceased to be Minister of Defence. It had taken longer to develop, and
had been consequently more costly, than originally estimated. But then, what
weapon system of this kind has not? The technical problems were eventually
solved and Blue Streak proved to be satisfactory as a launcher for nonmilitary
purposes. But accommodating production and deployment costs within a
defence budget under heavy pressure was one reason for cancellation. The Air
Staff were not all that enthusiastic; they had an understandable preference for
an airborne deterrent. The key questions, however, were will it be credible and
is there an alternative?

Sandys found himself defending an increasingly vulnerable position.
Ballistic missiles were for him the only satisfactory instrument of deterrence in
the long term. One of his earlier decisions had been to cancel all work on a
supersonic successor to the V-bombers, and when, at the same time, he also
cancelled the development of a supersonic interceptor fighter, it was because it
was irrelevant to defence against ballistic missiles. Extending the life of the V-
bombers by means of airborne cruise missiles was one possible option, but less
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important to him than successful development of Blue Streak—a British product
as well as.a ballistic missile. But ground-based ballistic missiles in a country as
small as Britain were open to criticism for military as well as political reasons.
For some months in late 1958, Sandys procrastinated over proposals emanating
from the Cabinet Office as well as the Treasury for a radical review of future
deterrent systems. But for once his obstinacy was outmaneuvered.

There was a gathering in June 1959 at Chequers, the Prime Minister’s
country residence. All the appropriate top brass were there, civilian and
military, but no politicians other than Mr. Macmillan. The cover story was that
it was a farewell to the Chief of the Defence Staff who was about to retire. The
real purpose was to launch a strategic review which, among other questions,
would consider whether there was an alternative to an independent British
deterrent; if not, what should be the successor system. So it came about that the
British Nuclear Deterrent Study Group was formed. Blue Streak was abandoned
early in 1960 because of its recommendations. Certainly, the weight of military
as well as political opinion had now moved against Blue Streak, the clinching
argument being that by the end of the 1960s, when Blue Streak would be fully .
deployed, Soviet missilery would be able to destroy a high proportion of the
Blue Streak sites. In other words, if Blue Streak was vulnerable to a preemptive
strike, it could have credibility only as a first-strike weapon, whereas British
politics would be easier to manage if the deterrent was credible as a retaliatory
weapon. Sandys, and there were important and able people to support him,
persisted in the powerful counterargument that a scenario that assumed an attack
exclusively against Britain was totally unrealistic and that the theoretical
vulnerability of Blue Streak implied neither that the Soviet Union would be

" unimpressed by the system nor that it failed to provide the political clout of an
independent British capability. But it was the need for that capability, as
previously understood, that was coming into question. Semantics were
significant: the terms of reference of the Nuclear Studies Group required it “to
consider how the British-controlled contribution to the nuclear deterrent can be
effectively maintained”—a “contribution,” not necessarily a capability that
would be a deterrent on its own.

The Air Staff suspected that these were weasel words and that the weasels
were hankering after a deterrent system which was not necessarily wholly
British and also one which had less delivery capability that the V-bomber force.
On the first point, Polaris was now being advocated as the most credible deter-
rent system. The British Admiralty had been lukewarm at best about strategic
deterrence, but now saw the possibility of a system operated by the Navy. But
Polaris had a competitor: Skybolt, potentially a better airborne weapon than
Blue Streak Mark 2, offered the cheapest way ahead. On the second point,
capability, a somewhat arbitrary criterion had been used to justify the size of the
V-bomber force, and there was undoubtedly scope for something smaller. How
much is enough is a question that has always haunted the nuclear strategists.
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The last months of 1959 and the first months of 1960 saw meeting after
meeting with final decisions—perhaps I should say final provisional
decisions—not taken until Mr. Macmillan had discussed with President
Eisenhower the prospects of obtaining Polaris or Skybolt.'? The outcome must
be briefly described: Britain abandoned Blue Streak because it was no more
than a first-strike weapon and continued nuclear deterrence by arming the V-
bombers with Skybolt, not Blue Streak Mark 2 for which, it was said, the
necessary development resources could not be made available. President John
F. Kennedy and Secretary of Defense Robert S. MacNamara, who entered office
at the end of 1960, decided that too many deterrent systems were under
development and canceled Skybolt two years later. The cat was among the
pigeons and the chickens had.come home to roost. The panicky Nassau
conference was held in December 1962 and Mr. Macmillan saved his political
skin with the Polaris deal. One cannot be surprised that writing in his memoirs
about the cancellation of Blue Streak he said, “I am not now convinced that it
was wise.”"

But if the strategic missilery to succeed the V-bombers had been an
immensely difficult question, the determination to make the concept of strategic
deterrence a key feature of defence policy was never abandoned. So it was
necessary to address the question of how far should the logic of that concept be
applied to defensive missilery. This was so much a question of air defence of
deterrent forces in Britain, SAC as well as Bomber Command that we shall
concentrate on this.

A snapshot of RAF plans in 1957 gives a picture of twenty squadrons of
interceptor fighters equipped with air-to-air missiles, a pursuit-course weapon
to begin with and a collision-course weapon later on. Genie, an American
weapon with a nuclear warhead, also figured in the programme. Plans for
sizeable and progressively improving surface-to-air missile (SAM) defences
were well advanced, with deployment determined by the need to protect SAC
and Bomber Command airfields. Some missiles were planned to be nuclear
tipped. As for numbers, there was a range of possibilities, but if I describe the
1957 snapshot as showing some twenty missile squadrons armed with between
five hundred and eight hundred missiles, you will not be misled. Major
improvements were planned in radar warning and in the control and reporting
system. Here there was to be argument about the scale of improvements, but no
conceptual problems. Whatever disputes there might be about the value of
fighters and SAMs, the nuclear strike forces would be totally unconvincing—to
both friend and foe—without a sophisticated warning system. It was the twenty
squadrons of fighters and twenty squadrons of SAMs that were the target for
those who believed that one area where there was massive scope for economy
was the air defence of Britain.

One of Sandys’ earliest decisions was to cancel the development of a
supersonic interceptor fighter. From then on, the attack on the RAF programme
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was relentless. More high-level attention was paid to air defence between 1957
and 1960 than to any other aspect of defence policy. The debate went on beyond
Mr. Sandys’ time and can be said finally to have ended at a meeting of the
Cabinet Defence Committee in October 1960. As a result, the twenty fighter
squadrons in the 1957 programme for home air defence had been reduced to
four, with no more than a further six overseas—Germany, Cyprus, Aden, and
Singapore. The twenty SAM squadrons were down to two, and these were not
so much for air defence in Britain as backing for SAM squadrons in Cyprus and
Singapore.'* Whether the logic of nuclear deterrence could or should have been
applied in other areas is highly debatable. It was certainly applied rigorously to
the air defence of Britain. There is no time to trace the debate in detail. Here are
some of the contrasting concepts and arguments: I shall typify the antagonists
as Sandys and the Air Ministry—because senior civil servants fought just as
hard as their Royal Air Force colleagues.

Sandys: The Soviet Union will only attack airfields in Britain if it
can simultaneously attack all the allied bomber bases, including those
in the United States. It could not think in those terms until it has an
adequate number of intercontinental ballistic missiles. This cannot be
before the mid-1960s. Thereafter fighters will be irrelevant to the
missile threat, so why spend anything on them in the meantime?

Air Ministry: We have an independent deterrent and it should be
defended. An attack could come against Britain alone. Anyway, there
is still a bomber threat for some years to come, and it would be unwise
to assume that bombers will be wholly replaced by missiles. And what
will our allies think?

Sandys: I take the last point. If we antagonize our allies we might
make other economics, such as reductions in Germany, more difficult
to negotiate. So we must be careful not to frighten the horses. But
heavy involvement in fighter and SAM defences is a waste of money.
Dispersal airfields for Bomber Command and quick reaction are more
relevant to credibility.

Air Ministry: The objective is as much political as military. We
are not asking for the ability to fight another Battle of Britain but only
for sufficient forces to demonstrate that our airspace cannot be violated
and our deterrent forces destroyed with impunity.

Sandys: Game, set and match to me! You can have a few
squadrons to police our airspace and see off Soviet aircraft on
reconnaissance or similar intelligence missions.

I have somewhat simplified the debate and telescoped a controversy that

lasted for more than three years. That it took so long is not because senior
ministers, such as Mr. Macmillan and Duncan Sandys, were doubtful about the
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merits of the case. Rather, it was because of the political fallout in Britain and
NATO.

The programmed tank ‘had got bogged down, not over the concept of
strategic deterrence but over the missilery for applying the concept. Over air
defence, it rumbled remorselessly on and attained its objective. A formidable
man, Duncan Sandys; given a formidable task in a daunting political and
economic situation. I wonder what the considered judgement of history will
make of him?
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Cooperation at the Top:
A View from a Former
- Vice Chief of the_Air Staff and CINCUKAIR

Air Chief Marshal Sir Denis Smallwood

It is really a great pleasure for me to be back in Washington and,
particularly, to see so many old friends again. You can rest assured, Bryce, |
shall not overrun my time. I don’t have any lozenges. I don"t know what
difference that would make, but what 1" m most concerned about is that damned
shepherd 's crook you have got there.. I would not like to finish what has been
a rather-poor public speaking career by being whipped off like they used to do
* in the old music hall comedies!

I am going to talk about the period when I was Vice Chief of the Royal Air
Force and, then, moving on to what became a new appointment called the
Commander in Chief, United Kingdom Air Forces (CINCUKAIR) from 1970
to 1976. I was the first to take up the appointment of CINCUKAIR when the:
command was formed in 1975 as the fourth region-in Allied Command Europe,
reporting directly to the Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR). 1
remember well the investment ceremony which took place at High Wycombe
in the United Kingdom with the then SACEUR, General Alexander Haig,
" conducting the-investing proceedings. It so happens that Patrick Murray *s and
Cecil James”s presentations—there- was no collusion in this,” curiously
enough—have dealt with a period of time which lays a good backdrop, to my
mind, for the period I am going to talk about. In the process, I propose to
interspace what I have to say with a few anecdotes, going back quite a bit in
time; in part, for two reasons. One, I think, to “leaven the bread” a bit, and,
second, to give you my impressions of the very close relationships which did
develop at all levels, but particularly at the top, in about the last ten to twenty
years. ‘ :

But first, by way of a little background, a few memories of the earlier days.
My first encounter with the U. S. Air Force, or U.S. Army Air Forces as it was
then called, was almost precisely fifty years ago. At that time, I was

N o
As already noted, each speaker was limited to twenty-five minutes. General Poe

prominently displayed a shepherd’s crook from his collection of souvenirs, to

humorously emphasize his determination to keep. the session on schedule.
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commanding a Spitfire wing based in the United Kingdom on the South Coast
near Bournemouth. The American Eighth and Ninth Air Forces had moved into
the United Kingdom in strength and were beginning to develop their daylight
bombing operations in conjunction with those of the RAF Bomber Command
at night. At that time, a large percentage of my wing’s operations were
concerned with providing escort to Eighth Air Force bombing missions,
although, regrettably, we did not have the range to escort them all the way to the
target. This ability did not appear until later, with the introduction of the long-
range P-51 Mustang. An outstanding leader on the American-operated P-5ls
was a Colonel John C. Meyer. I met him then when he was leading a P-51
wing, and it was significant and a fortunate coincidence that he was later to
become the Commander in Chief of SAC and, more to the point, Vice Chief of
the USAF at the same time that I was appointed to be Vice Chief of the RAF.
It was as a result of our meetings in the early 1970s that the regular, annual Vice
Chief to Vice Chief talks began and still continue.

My first meeting with an American Army Air Forces officer took place at
my Spitfire base. I had received a telephone call from a colonel commanding a
Ninth Air Force fighter wing who said that he would like to drop in to discuss
mutual fighter escort tactics. I was waiting on the tarmac to welcome him and,
as he taxied, in I was intrigued to see that poking out of his oxygen mask was
a large cigar. The oxygen mask in those days had a hinged microphone which
could swing open, very convenient for those who wished to smoke whilst in the
cockpit. We had a wing leader who smoked a cigarette with a long black ebony
cigarette holder poking through his mask. I never took to it myself! I was so
impressed with the cigar-smoking colonel that my memory locked on to this
incident, and I cannot for the life of me remember what sort of airplane he was
flying! But it was a memorable first encounter and very significant to me as it
heralded what was to became a long line of increasingly close relationships with-
the USAF. And now, I find it enormously heartwarming that fifty years later,
I should find myself yet again talking on matters of policy and operational
cooperation between our two air forces, and, as it happened so many times
before, once more in the capital of the United States of America.

Before I get on to the subject in detail, one further anecdote by way of
background. In the midsummer of 1977, we held a special ceremony at High
Wycombe, which, you will remember, was the wartime headquarters of the
Eighth Air Force, quite close to the headquarters of RAF Bomber Command.
The ceremony was to mark and perpetuate the memory of the very close
cooperation between Eighth Air Force and Bomber Command throughout most
of World War II and was held in Wycombe Abbey. Previous to the war,
Wycombe Abbey had been, and again is, an upmarket, private girls school.
General Russell Dougherty, then Commander in Chief, Strategic Air Command
(CINCSACQ), flew over, accompanied by those two famous generals who came
out of retirement for the event, Ira C. Eaker and Jimmy Doolittle. On our side
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was the great Air Chief Marshal Sir Arthur “Bomber” Harris accompanied by
myself. The planning for the ceremony had been coordinated with the
headmistress, who remarkably and coincidentally was called Miss Lancaster.
As our party drove up the drive to the school we noticed the “Stars and Stripes”
flying from the main flagpole. This had been no part of our planning, and it
transpired that this was the original flag handed over as a memento to the then
headmistress by Jimmy Doolittle just prior to him moving Eighth Air Force out
to the Pacific in 1945. It had been kept in an airtight tin and brought out for the
first time on the day of the ceremony. Not surprisingly, Eaker and Doolittle
were pleased and impressed.

To terminate the ceremony, an Avro Lancaster followed by a B—17 Flying
Fortress, flew over the school. At that moment, Bert Harris, who had a waspish
sense of humour, said to General Eaker, “I think that’s in the right order, don "t
you, Ira?” It was not recorded what General Eaker s response was!

Incidentally, the staff of Headquarters Eighth Air Force were billeted in
what had been the girl's dormitories. It was here that took place that well
known-story about the consternation of those Americans who upon moving in
saw a notice which read, “If you want a mistress during the night, ring the bell.”

My main purpose in relating these few anecdotal pieces of background is
to show that there is nothing new in Anglo-American air force cooperation, as
was clearly shown to those of you who were at the seminar held at the RAF
Museum, Hendon, between our two historical associations some few years ago.
Cooperation started and built up during the war years, continued and developed
during the postwar.years, and, in my opinion, is as strong and close now as it
has ever been.

1 took over as Vice Chief in 1970 and remained in that appointment until
I moved to become CINCUKAIR during 1974-1976. Close liaison already
existed in many areas. RAF Bomber Command kept in close touch with
Strategic Air Command by frequent liaison visits. All nuclear targeting was
coordinated by Headquarters SAC. Both SAC and Bomber Command took part
in each other’s annual bombing competitions. The U.S. Third Air Force was
now well settled in the United Kingdom with its headquarters at RAF
Mildenhall in East Anglia. The RAF had already gained considerable exper-
ience of operating USAF aircraft with a fair-sized front line of B-29s, not to
mention the Thor ballistic missile and several hundred F-86s. There was a
wide-ranging personnel exchange programme, whereby each of the commands
on both sides of the Atlantic had USAF and RAF personnel attached. There was
considerable exchange of views at the top between commands and between the
Air Force departments in the Pentagon and the Ministry of Defence in London.
But there was no formal arrangement for regular interchange at the top, and this
is the subject I want to concentrate on for the rest of my talk.

Before I do, however, I must make a particular point related to the Third
Air Force. Its existence, following the withdrawal of the Eighth and Ninth Air
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Forces, marks one of the of the most remarkable and successful military
presences by a foreign power in a foreign land. In those elapsed fifty years,
there has been a continuous and formidable presence of American Air Force
people in the United Kingdom. I have no idea of the total number of Americans
who have served there, but it must run into millions. All that time, and I was
closely connected with these activities, I can think of no major incident of poor
or 'unseemly behaviour by that muititude of men and, indeed, women. It is a
most remarkable piece of history which, in my opinion, has no parallel and
ought to be officially written up. Perhaps it already has been or somebody is
about to do it. I can only say that, if you look into some areas of British military
occupation overseas, they do not bear such close scrutiny!

The idea of regular Vice Chief to Vice Chief talks had already been mooted,
and as a first step, I was invited by General John C. Meyer to visit him in the
Pentagon, and this I did. I should say en passant here that two men who played
a considerable part in the development of those talks at that time were the two
air attaché—Colonel, later General and Assistant Vice Chief of Staff of the U.S.
Air Force, Thomas Mclnerney, in London, and Air Commodore, later Air
Marshal, “Paddy” Harbison, in Washington. During this first visit with General
Meyer we had a full-ranging discussion on most matters of mutual interest.
During my recent research into this visit, 1 could find no record in London of
the detail of our discussions. Suffice to say, however, I remember we discussed
inter alia the continuation and development of exchange postings, the future
programme and policy for Third Air Force, participation in the SAC and
Bomber Command bombing competitions, nuclear targeting coordination by
Headquarters, SAC, and augmentation and allocation of airfields in the United
Kingdom for reinforcement by the USAF in an emergency. At the conclusion
to this first meeting, we agreed to continue on a regular yearly basis, and the
next meeting duly took place in London sometime later.

I want now to say a little bit more on the subjects I just mentioned and to
mention one or two others. I would emphasize, however, that what I have to say
will not be all-embracing as time and memory will not permit.

Exchange Postings. The exchange posting scheme had already been
running for a number of years. At the time of this first meeting, the records
show that the RAF and the USAF each had over fifty exchange personnel
serving with the other air force. We agreed that this pattern should continue, and
it is comforting to know that the exchange programme has continued more or
less unchanged up to this day, and only now, for the first time, is consideration
being given to a cutback in numbers in the light of present force reductions. We
reviewed in the early 1970s the value of this programme and confirmed the
benefits that emerged in the-knowledge of each other’s operational activities.

Third Air Force. The operations of Third Air Force were already closely
coordinated with those of the RAF based in the United Kingdom and agreement
was reached for even closer cooperation—such matters as participation in
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United Kingdom Air Defence operations, during which the USAF wings at RAF
Bentwaters and Lakenheath would, in certain circumstances, come under the
operational control of the United Kingdom Air Defence operations centre; the
Third Air Force participating in antishipping exercises and operations; USAF
forces used for offensive support and reconnaissance in U.K. Land Forces
exercises; RAF forces rehearsing inflight refuelling with USAF KC-135
tankers; Third Air Force providing electronic warfare support for joint
exercises; and many other subjects. This liaison between Third Air Force and
the U.K.-based RAF worked well in those days, but it was helped considerably
by the formation of RAF Strike Command in 1968, when the four operational
commands of Bomber, Fighter, Coastal, and Transport were amalgamated under
one headquarters. This new headquarters, based on the old Bomber Command
headquarters, later assumed the additional title in 1975, as I have already said,
of HQ UKAIR, which with its official NATO connections, even further helped
the close liaison with Third Air Force.

SAC and RAF Bombing Competitions. It was agreed that.considerable
benefit was obtained by both sides from this yearly interchange. The RAF, in
particular, obtained valuable experience in competing against SAC but initially
not with great success, in terms of coming out on top. It was not until 1975 that
the RAF won SAC’s coveted Mather Trophy for the first time. I will have more
to say about this in a moment when I review some of the matters of mutual
importance which transpired later when I was CINCUKAIR.

Nuclear Targeting. This was an area which had been well developed into
very close cooperation, particularly between Strategic Air Command and
Bomber Command in the days when General Curtis LeMay and Air Marshal Sir
Kenneth Cross were respectively Commanders in Chief. There was already an
RAF representation at Headquarters SAC for this purpose, and it was agreed to
maintain this representation and strengthen it. It is encouraging to note that this
arrangement has continued right through, relatively unchanged, to this day.

Augmentation and Forward Airfield Allocation. Detailed planning
during this period between our respective staffs produced a precise plan of
allocation of airfields in the United Kingdom for USAF reinforcement during
an emergency. It was a subject of considerable importance and continued to be
developed and strengthened during the four years that I was Vice Chief. Such
was its importance that it was considered from time to time at Chiefs and Joint
Chiefs of Staff level. This emphasized the point that, although the mainstream
of joint planning and discussion was conducted at Vice Chief level, the
respective Chiefs kept in close touch from time to time. Thus, the two Chiefs
for whom I served, Air Marshals Sir John Grandy and Sir Denis Spotswood,
were often in communication with their opposite numbers in Washington, at
that time, Generals John Ryan, George Brown, and David Jones. The latter, for
example, paid several visits to the United Kingdom to consolidate some of the
planning on the augmentation subject.
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And so, the Vice Chief to Vice Chief regular meetings continued on a
regular basis, alternating between Washington and London. John Meyer retired
in 1972, to be followed by General Horace Wade, and then General Richard
Ellis. These changes made no difference to the momentum of the talks, and they
have continued right up to this day, with the USAF team still being led by the
USAF Vice Chief, now General Michael P.C. Carns, and the RAF team by CinC
Strike, as the RAF Vice Chief appointment was disbanded some few years ago.
I understand that the next meeting is due to take place in the United Kingdom -
in the near future.

Before I leave the subject of cooperation during my time as Vice Chief,
there are one or two other points I would like to make. In 1970, the USAF
started what came to be known as the NATO Air Chiefs tour. This was an
annual two-week tour round important military installations in the United
States. Although the party included all the Chiefs of Air Staff—and sometimes
the Vice Chiefs—and senior air commanders in NATO, it provided an excellent
and informal opportunity to have private and informal discussions with one’s
USAF counterparts, sometimes with a touch of “in vino veritas”! | went on most
of these tours from 1970 to 1976, as in the later years CINCUKAIR was
included on the list. Furthermore, CINCUKAIR joined SACEUR for regular
monthly meetings with the agenda producing valuable background to current
RAF affairs, but as the Chief of Staff, Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers
Europe, who was always a USAF four-star general—in my day, General Russell
Dougherty, followed by General Louis T. Seith—it provided a regular and
excellent opportunity for an exchange of views on air force matters. Again, all
of these areas of cooperation continue in the present day.

In 1974, 1 took up the appointment of CinC Strike, which was soon to
become jointly-hatted, as I have already explained, as CINCUKAIR. I said I
would talk a little further about the SAC Bombing competition and the fact that
the RAF won the coveted Mather Trophy for the first time in 1975. In view of
this unique event—as it then was, we won it again later—I flew over to
Barksdale Air Force Base in a VC-10 to be met by my old friend who was then
CINCSAC. Understandably, he looked none too pleased with the fact that, for
the first time, the Mather Trophy had slipped out of SAC’ s grasp. Nevertheless,
as always, | was made very welcome. The awards ceremony was held in one of
the massive hangers at Barksdale, and immense trouble had been devoted to
converting the interior into what might almost be described as a Roman
ampitheatre. I remember that when I was being taken over to view the premises
by a “bird colonel” responsible for the arrangements, I noticed a large cross
over the door to the main entrance. On asking the colonel what this was for, the
colonel replied, “Well sir, everyone I have shown round this hanger so far on
seeing the magnificence of the setting has involuntarily muttered, ‘Jesus
Christ!”” He was right! This particular SAC Bombing Competition was also
notable by the fact that it was the first time—I think I am right in saying
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this—that the F~111s of Tactical Air Command had taken part. It enabled me
to meet General Robert Dixon, then commander of TAC, with whom I struck
up a close friendship. But more about that later. TAC, curiously enough, did not
do very well in this competition and at a senior USAF luncheon hosted by Russ
Dougherty—many of the former commanders of SAC were there including Curt
LeMay; I was the only foreigner present—he decided to play a small practical
joke on Bob Dixon by presenting Bob, at an appropriate moment, with an
antique crock jerrypot that he had stored under the luncheon table. However, the
~ tenor of the luncheon turned out be unsuitable for this informal presentation.
The senior members were not pleased with the USAF performance, and I
remember Russ decided to give up the idea. He kicked the jerrypot well out of
sight, under the table where it disappeared to the sound rather like a ship " s bell.
Altogether a memorable occasion and one which I shall never forget.

During my time as CinC Strike, I paid several visits to Headquarters SAC
and to Headquarters TAC and on the last occasion, flew the F~15 Eagle.
General Dougherty came over to the awards ceremony held at RAF Waddington
in the United Kingdom for the 1975 Strike Command Bomb Competition when
he was able to achieve his revenge, as SAC won. I also had a memorable visit
from General Dixon, particularly in relation to the planning that was then
proceeding, strongly supported and supervised by Bob himself, for the
development of what became known as “Red Flag.” This was an area of the
Nevada desert devoted to simulating in the most realistic fashion the combat
conditions likely to be experienced against the Soviet Union. The program had
been originally conceived and set up after the Vietnam War, but the RAF did
not take part in these exercises until 1977. The fact that they were able to do so
at that time was due very much to the influence and cooperation of General
Dixon. Since then, Vulcans, Buccaneers, Jaguars, Tornados, and RAF C-130s
have all participated. The pattern developed into Strike Command being
allocated two Red Flag periods per year, with the aircraft being based at Nellis
Air Force Base. I understand that this arrangement still continues, which is
excellent, for Red Flag provides, to my mind, the finest combat training to be
found anywhere in the Western World.

During his last visit to Strike Command, after an official programme I
asked Bob Dixon if there was anything else he wanted to do. “Yes,” he said, “I
would like to revisit RAF Benson.” Bob had joined the Royal Canadian Air
Force before the United States entered World War Il and had been posted to the
United Kingdom to become a part of the elite photo reconnaissance force flying
specialized Spitfires based at Benson. “Sure,” I said, “I will lay on an official
visit.” “No,” he said,

I would like to do this privately. I merely want to show my wife the

married quarters I occupied at that time as a bachelor establishment. I
~ have hired a saloon motor car and I could drop in on my way from
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London on a visit I am making to Oxford. As the officers married
quarters will be outside the security wire, I could just motor in, show
my wife the layout, and then motor on to Oxford.

Itook no further action in the matter. Bob duly arrived privately at Benson early
one fine summer’s morning driving a black sedan. As he realized that the
married officers quarters would now be occupied by a family he stopped about
one hundred yards from the house and pointed it out to his wife. Inside the
house was the young wife of a flight lieutenant who was preparing the children
to go to school. Unknown to Bob, or to me for that matter, there had been a
false alarm, an Irish Republican Army bomb scare, the night before. The young
wife looked out of the window and seeing, as she put it, this “evil black motor
car with a man with penetrating blue eyes pointing in a menacing way at her
house,” she called the police. The next thing that Bob knew, he was surrounded
by some six police cars. The first thing I knew about this was when the station
commander telephoned me to say that he had a slight problem. “Oh,” I asked,
“what is it?” “I" m afraid we’ ve arrested General Dixon.” It all ended happily,
and I think that Bob has dined out on this story many times!

I tell this story, by way of a postscript, as I think it illustrates, perhaps better
than anything else, what I have encountered over the last fifty years: the close
relationship that existed and still exists between our two services.
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The Deployment of Ground-Launched Cruise Missiles
To RAF Greenham Common

Lieutenant Colonel Michael A. Kirtland

1 appreciate the opportunity to be here today. However, I do feel a little bit
like a pair of brown shoes in a room full of tuxedos, next to the other members
of this distinguished panel. I would like to talk to you about Greenham Common
and the deployment of ground launched-cruise missiles (GLCMs) there. Let me
begin by suggesting to you that, simply because opposing commanders decide to
take a stand, great military battles have been fought at places that otherwise
lacked strategic significance. The little town of Gettysburg comes to mind, as
does the Somme, an otherwise unremarkable stream in northern France. In more
recent history, a remote spot in the jungle called Khe Sanh was the scene of one
of the Vietnam War’s major battles because opposing commanders wanted to
make a stand. During the Cold War, a high-stakes, albeit mostly nonviolent,
confrontation occurred at Greenham Common, a quiet Royal Air Force base near
the little town of Newbury, England. What could have been a routine deployment
of a new weapon system became much more. The simple movement of pawns in -
the superpowers’ arms control match escalated into a turning point in the Cold
War.

The story of the development and deployment of GLCMs is multifaceted.
Limits on the length on this paper demand that it focus on a relatively narrow area
of the subject: the political nature of development and the opposition to European
deployment. Within those confines the paper will be further limited to those areas
which directly affected the first of the GLCM bases—RAF Greenham Common.
Like so many significant conflicts, the battle to deploy GLCMs was fought at
more than one level. At the strategic level, the Soviet Union and North Atlantic
Treaty Organization struggled for world, and especially European, political
influence. At the same time, at RAF Greenham Common itself, a tactical battle
was fought for control of domestic opinion. The two fields of conflict intertwined
and the direction of one influenced the direction of the other, but they were both
a part of the same struggle. If the domestic front were lost, it would not matter
that NATO stood firm in the face of Soviet political rhetoric. On the other hand,
if the NATO allies faltered in the face of Soviet pressure to prevent deployment,
it would be irrelevant how popular or unpopular deployment was with average
citizens. To understand the scale of the conflict over deployment, one must
consider the campaign that was waged at both levels.
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It is also important to keep in mind the state of strategic arms negotiations
between the United States and the Soviet Union, since, as will be noted, the
GLCM was a major factor in that process. Cruise missile technology had not been
a major concern in developing the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT) I
agreement between the United States and the Soviet Union. During SALT 1
negotiations, Soviet leaders simply did not anticipate the advances the United
States had made in cruise missile technology. However, from the beginning of the
SALT II talks, the Soviets made cruise missiles a focal point.! The Soviets
believed that the SALT negotiations had helped them reach parity with the United
States in nuclear weapons. They viewed development of theater nuclear forces
(TNF) as an attempt by the United States and NATO to reacquire strategic
superiority and saw the deployment of GLCM and Pershing II as an attempt to
circumvent the SALT II proposed limits and to create a negotiating advantage in
the talks.? ;

The GLCM had such an important impact because the American missile
technology posed a dangerous threat to the Soviets. The Soviets and Americans
had both captured World War II German V-1 technology and investigated its
uses after the war. The United States, however, soon abandoned explorations in
this area in favor of developing a mix of manned aircraft and ballistic missiles.
The Soviet Union, in contrast, pursued cruise missile studies and ultimately
deployed a number of ground- and sea-launched versions, although the
technology involved in these systems was rudimentary, far below that which U.S.
weapons designers were capable of producing. In the mid-1970s, interest in
unmanned, subsonic missiles revived in the United States. Advances in solid-
state and computer technology enabled U.S. designers to produce and field a
sophisticated, highly accurate, relatively inexpensive weapon.

Soviet fear of the GLCM was based on the missile’s extremely small size
and high degree of accuracy. Only twenty-one feet long and twenty-one inches
in diameter, the GLCM could fly a twenty-five hundred-kilometer course at sub-
sonic speed and deliver its nuclear warhead with incredible accuracy. Unlike
ballistic missile systems, the farther the GLCM flew along its flight path, the
more accurate it became, thanks to its terrain contour matching guidance system.?
Despite the long flight time to the target, the accuracy of the missile led Soviet
leaders to contend that the GLCM was a first-strike weapon system. Soviet Chief
of the General Staff, Marshal Nikolai V. Ogarkov, told an audience of senior
Soviet military leaders in June 1980 that GLCMs would “disrupt the approximate
balance of medium-range nuclear systems that has been created in Europe” and
would “create the threat of a surprise suppression of the launches of our strategic
nuclear forces.” Perceiving a significant threat from GLCMs, the Soviets began
to develop a negotiating strategy backed by intensive political and propaganda
campaigns that characterized the foreign policy of Yuri Andropov, leader of the
Soviet Union from 1982 to 1984. This fixation on preventing deployment of TNF
was not based solely on the perceived threat from GLCM. Soviet leaders also saw
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an opportunity to create a major schism within the NATO community and to ex-
ploit it for their benefit.’

Despite its potential value, it must be remembered that the GLCM was a
weapon system that the U.S. military had originally opposed. The U.S. Army
envisioned Pershing II as a replacement for Pershing I and viewed the GLCM,
which might normally have been considered an Army system, as a threat to
Pershing II development dollars. U.S. Air Force leaders, for their part, opposed
the GLCM as an unmanned system which threatened the limited funding
avaijlable for manned aircraft. In addition, most Air Force leaders were
disinterested in ground-based systems of any kind, and certainly did not want to
spend good money on what was nothing more than an arms control bargaining
chip. As a result, the Carter administration had to force the GLCM program on
the USAF. With each annual budget, the Air Force placed the missile at the
bottom of its priority list, knowing that the administration would fund it,
sometimes providing more money than the service had requested for the system.®

The USAF thus had the system under development when NATO leaders
decided they needed a way to counter a new Soviet threat. In 1977 the Soviet
Union began deploying mobile SS—20 medium-range ballistic missiles. This new
generation of missiles was to replace existing SS—4 and SS—5 missiles. NATO
military leaders regarded this deployment as more than simple replacement of
older systems, however. They believed it would provide a significant increase in
the capability of Soviet TNF because of the numbers deployed, their increased
accuracy, and the fact that each carried three warheads. Of most concern, the
S$S-20’ s mobility made it extremely difficult to locate, target, and destroy. By the
time NATO leaders decided to develop and deploy GLCMs, the Soviets had
already fielded approximately 140 SS—20 missiles.’

In May 1977, the NATO High Level Group, made up of members from
NATO s Nuclear Planning Group, recommended upgrading NATO s theater
nuclear systems in response to the SS—20 threat. Publicly, NATO concerns about
the theater nuclear balance first surfaced in an October 1977 speech by West
German Chancellor Helmut Schmidt to the International Institute for Strategic
Studies. Chancellor Schmidt questioned the security of Western Europe given the
strategic nuclear parity that had developed between the United States and the
Soviet Union. For Schmidt, and other leaders, the question was whether the
United States would respond with strategic nuclear weapons to a Soviet attack on
Europe, given that such a response would most likely engender a retaliatory
attack on the continental United States. Europeans leaders feared the United
States would not take such a risk; the United States might trade European security
for U.S. strategic nuclear security. The American position was that the nuclear
deterrent force of USAF F-111 fighter-bombers and U.S. Navy sea-launched
ballistic missiles (SLBMs), both already in place, tied the United States to
Europe. The problem was that unrefueled F=111s could not reach deep into the
Soviet Union, and SLBMs, by their very nature, could not be seen. British
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Secretary of State for Defence Fred Mulley wrote to U.S. Secretary of Defense
Harold Brown that the link was insufficient.® NATO"s concerns about the
strength of U.S. resolution, combined with the determination of President Jimmy
Carter’ s administration to respond to the continually growing number of SS-20s
deployed by the Soviet Union, led to the American commitment to deploy
GLCMs and Pershing ls. Even then, however, members of the Carter
administration helped validate European uncertainty because they could never
decide whether the GLCM was really a deployable weapon system or just a
bargaining chip in arms control negotiations.’

The official NATO response to the continued deployment of SS-20s by the
Soviet Union came in December 1979. NATO would follow a “dual-track”
strategy. On one track, it would pursue intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF)
arms control negotiations with the Soviets in Geneva, Switzerland. At the same
time, it would pursie development and deployment of 108 Pershing IIs and 464
GLCMs." Five nations—the United Kingdom, Italy, West Germany, Belgium,
and the Netherlands—would host U.S. GLCM units. Actual deployment would
occur unless arms control negotiations proved effective.’

Soviet reaction to the NATO dual-track announcement was immediate.
Overtly, Soviet leaders declared that the decision destroyed the basis for INF
negotiations, and they refused to consider further discussions, a position they
maintained until July 1980.'? Covertly, they perceived a tremendous opportunity
to achieve theater nuclear superiority and, if the gambit of breaking negotiations
was successful, to develop a virtual veto over future NATO deployment -
decisions." In this effort, Soviet leaders developed a strategy aimed at preventing
deployment by breaking the solidarity of NATO through the exploitation of the
antinuclear and peace movements in the West. Their efforts to manipulate those
movements became so pervasive, an Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis book
later concluded, as to have “become the fulcrum of Soviet policy towards
NATO.”" The Soviets had decided that TNF deployment was the point in the
Cold War where they would make their stand.

In response, the NATO allies sought to defend the alliance as an effective
political and military force despite their domestic political differences. Given the
failure of the alliance to act in the face of intense domestic political opposition
(partly encouraged by the Soviets) and in the development and deployment of the
Enhanced Radiation Weapon—the neutron bomb—the members of NATO
realized that if they again failed in TNF deployment, they might never succeed
in fielding another major theater weapon system. Coming so closely after the
neutron bomb failure, TNF deployment might have been “a make-or-break test
of NATO cohesion.”"

The Soviets would repeatedly break negotiations during the next five years,
each time attempting to achieve maximum political benefit before returning to the
negotiating table. At the same time, it must be remembered, their own
deployment of SS-20s continued at the rate of more than one per week. In fact,
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even after Soviet President Leonid Brezhnev announced a unilateral
“moratorium” on deployment of SS—20s in March 1982-—supposedly to induce
a similar moratorium by NATO-—the Soviets continued construction on five
SS-20bases in Eastern Europe.'® The Soviet emphasis was on propaganda to split
the West, not on arms control. By the time the first GLCMs reached RAF
Greenham Common in November 1883, the Soviets had deployed 378 SS—20s."”

To achieve their objectives, Soviet leaders recognized that they had to -
influence public opinion in Western Europe against deployment. While the
antinuclear movements were strongest in countries such as the Netherlands, the
Soviets knew that to prevent deployment, they would have to concentrate their
efforts in West Germany and in the United Kingdom. Not only would these two
countries host the majority of the TNF weapons, but as the two largest European
NATO members, their actions would be decisive in determining whether
deployment would take place. Since the first missiles were destined for RAF
Greenham Common, Soviet leaders sought to use the antinuclear and peace
movements in Britain to undermine domestic support for such a deployment.
They understood precisely that, while they might aid and encourage domestic
unrest, real opposition had to come from local populations. This was the start of
the tactical battle. Forces to fight this battle were garnered from a variety of
antinuclear groups and other pacifist movements. While Soviet-influenced, these
were genuine domestic political groups.

The antinuclear movement in Great Britain dated from the 1950s when
Britain first developed its own nuclear retaliatory forces. The first British H-
bomb detonation in 1957 led to the formation of an organization known as the
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CND). The CND included mainstream
British citizens from both the left and the right opposed to nuclear weapons as
well as radicals and socialists of all flavors. The movement was closely
associated with the Labour Party and in the late 1950s gained 'such political
influence that the Labour Party atits annual conference in 1960 voted to advocate
unilateral nuclear disarmament for Great Britain, although it reversed that
position the next year."® In addition, the CND was endorsed by the Communist
Party of Great Britain (CPGB), with which it developed an extremely close
relationship. A

The CND was a significant political movement in Britain until the signing
of the 1963 Nuclear Proliferation Treaty. This agreement, the first of the major
nuclear arms treaties, reduced interest in the antinuclear movement and CND
membership dwindled to around two thousand individuals. At the same time that
membership in CND plummeted, communist influence in the organization grew
and by 1963 the CPGB had converted the CND into its main peace front."
Ultimately, the association between the CND and the Communist Party became
so strong that the top five stated goals of the CND and CPGB were identical.
Communist assumption of leading positions within the CND reached its pinnacle
when John Cox became chairman in 1971.2 Ten years later, when CPBG leaders
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celebrated their importance in the CND during the Party’s 1981 national
congress, they were joined by Monsignor Bruce Kent, General Secretary of the
CND, who praised the CPGB for keeping the peace movement going during the
“lean years.” CND officials also had direct ties to other Soviet front organizations
in Britain, including the British Peace Assembly and the World Peace Council.
Additionally, the Soviet-Peace Committee, an organization dedicated to anti-
NATO and antinuclear activity in the West, maintained a close relationship with
the CND, sending “observers” to the CND annual conferences in 1982 and
1983.%

The decision to develop and deploy GLCMs to England breathed new life
into an almost moribund organization. By 1980, the membership in CND had
risen modestly to approximately three thousand, but, at the time the GLCM was
deployed at the end of 1983, participation had surged to some seventy thousand
and included a mixed group of citizens dedicated to the peace movement, along
with others dissatisfied with society for a wide variety of reasons. Monsignor
Kent claimed that 23 percent of CND members were practicing Christians, and
available statistics bear him out.? At its peak, the organization contained some
twenty thousand Quakers and others with antimilitary or pacifist beliefs. In
addition to the Quakers, Anglican Church members, including clergy, were also
heavily involved. But secular voices were important, too. The Communist Party
of Great Britain contributed roughly fifteen thousand individuals to the
organization, about 85 percent of the Party*s membership.”

The Labour Party continued its close association with the CND, as well.
Sixty-eight percent of CND members had voted for Labour candidates in the
1979 elections that brought Conservative Party leader Margaret Thatcher to
power as Prime Minister. Surprisingly, in retrospect, Labour governments had
made most of the pronuclear deployment decisions through the years, including
the 1947 decision to develop a British nuclear capability and the determination
to deploy U.S. nuclear-armed F-111s in Britain. In fact, the Labour government
of Prime Minister James Callaghan had initially supported the deployment of
GLCMsto counter the SS—20s. However, radical Labour elements assumed more
stature following Callaghan’s defeat in 1979 and his resignation as party leader
in November 1980, and the party reversed its position Beginning in 1980,
Labour Party annual conferences voted three years in a row against basmg U.S.
nuclear weapon systems in Great Britain.

Anti-American sentiment added to the anti-GLCM movement. Many British
saw the new American leader, President Ronald Reagan, as a dangerous “nuclear
cowboy,” and his election in 1980 increased fears of unilateral use of nuclear
weapons based on British soil. This view reached its zenith after Reagan failed
to consult with the European allies prior to the 1983 Grenada invasion, an event
that raised anew the issue of how much control Britain had over the release of
U.S. nuclear weapons stationed in the United Kingdom. A London Sunday Times
poll taken immediately after the Grenada invasion showed 73 percent of all
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British citizens believed the United States would launch nuclear strikes from the
United Kingdom even if the British government objected.*

To allay fears of unilateral action by the United States and to increase the
involvement of European NATO members in TNF deployment, the United States
offered NATO “dual key” control of GLCM missiles. Under the dual-key
concept, the United States would control the nuclear warheads on a day-to-day
basis, while the weapon systems themselves would be owned and operated by the
host nation or in conjunction with the United States. Thus, both nations would
have to agree to release the weapons since the warheads and the launchers would
be under the control of separate authorities. Ultimately, however, none of the
NATO host nations took advantage of this option, because of the additional
monetary cost such a system would entail.

In a House of Commons debate on December 20, 1979, Prime Minister
Thatcher assured Parliament that the launch decision was a joint matter, and she
could ground her assurance in the knowledge that the United States and Great
Britain had a long history of cooperation and consultation concerning the
deployment and use of nuclear weapons.”® Beginning with the Attlee-Truman
agreement in 1948, and reconfirmed in the 1952 Churchill-Truman agreement,
both nations understood that U.S. leaders would consult with British leaders prior
to authorizing the release of nuclear weapons. The procedure was formalized in
the 1962 Athens Guidelines, which required consultation with host nations for
release of nuclear weapons in NATO, and was further refined in 1968 when the
NATO Nuclear Planning Group reemphasized the consultation requirement in
NATO nuclear release procedures.”® Despite public perception of a problem,
government-to-government and military-to-military procedures were thus firmly
in place. In the case of the British, as with most of the other host nations, the
financial burden of purchasing their portions of the weapons system was simply
not worth the cost when compared to any perceived increase in nuclear control.
In any event, in the case of British-based GL.CMs, RAF Regiment personnel
would be a major part of the GLCM flights when they left their base and
deployed to launch positions in the field, giving additional assurances of British
involvement in the launch process.”’

RAF Greenham Common was the first GLCM base and, as a result, it
became the leading and most important target of the anti-GLCM campaign.
Greenham Common was the test case. If antinuclear activists could prevent
deployment, NATO would be weakened and deployment elsewhere would be
difficult, if not unlikely. On the other hand, successful deployment at Greenham
Common would emphasize and enhance NATO solidarity and ease later
deployments. For the protesters, Greenham Common became a battle they could
not afford to lose. For NATO, the United Kingdom, and the United States,
deployment on schedule became a firm commitment.

Compounding the difficulty of gaining public support for deployment was
the problem of time, complicated by the fixed schedule that established initial
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operational capability (I0C) for December 1983, only four years after NATO
made the dual-track announcement described above. Because of the importance
to NATO of meeting its commitment, Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger
directed that under no circumstances would the IOC date be allowed to slip.”®
Ensuring the weapon system was delivered on time was the job of the Joint
Cruise Missile Program Office (JCMPO). The JCMPO was responsible for both
GLCM and the Navy’s sea-launched cruise missile (SLCM), and here the
problems created by earlier visions of the GLCM as an arms control bargaining
chip rather than a deployable weapon system came back to haunt those tasked
with preparing for deployment. The JCMPO’ s difficulties eventually resulted in
the removal of the Navy admiral in charge. Among its failures, JCMPO neglected
to contract for fifty different pieces of training equipment, seventeen of which
were not delivered in time to train the first GLCM crews. Another, and perhaps
the most serious deficiency, was in the area of software development for the
launch control system where performance problems interfered with launch crew
training. Delays in weapon system development and manufacture reduced the
time available for the GLCM crews to learn to operate and maintain the system
prior to deployment.”

Training took place at Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona, where the
USAF activated the 868th Tactical Missile Training Squadron (TMTS) in July
1982. Little time was available to accomplish all the different tasks that lay
before that organization, however, and many problems hampered its work. The
first class of students entered in February 1983. Squadron morale was high and,
despite shortages in instructional materials, limited training equipment, severe
time constraints, and requirements for numerous “work arounds,” the class
graduated on schedule on April 26, 1983, and headed for England.*

In the meantime, site activation activities began at RAF Greenham Common
inmid-1981 with the arrival of various engineering and support detachments. The
GLCM organization at Greenham Common, the 501st Tactical Missile Wing
(TMW), was activated on July 1, 1982. The 501st, like the 868 TMTS, struggled
with its numerous difficulties in bringing the GLCM to a ready status. At the time
the wing was activated, for example, no formal mission statement or
organizational directives existed. Headquarters, United States Air Forces in
Europe (HQ USAFE), at Ramstein Air Base, West Germany, did provide a rough
outline for a mission and organization, but it was rudimentary at best.”
Accordingly, the 501st put together its own vision of where it needed to go. The
wing was to “maintain a capability to destroy or neutralize enemy offensive
nuclear aircraft, fixed surface-to-surface missiles, nuclear storage areas,
headquarters, command and control centers, and offensive and defensive air
forces.”*

By the time the 501st activated, protests were already old hat. Low-key
demonstrations began in August 1981, then expanded. On September 5th, 1981,
the first widely publicized event saw twelve women chain themselves to the base
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perimeter fence. The protesters had no formal organization at this time, but later
identified themselves as the Greenham Common Women s Peace Camp.” Early
on, these individuals established a semipermanent camp outside the base where
they took advantage of confusion over who had jurisdiction over the land on
which they camped. Depending on exactly where the women sat, either the
Muinistry of Transport or the local Newbury District Council was the responsible
authority. The result was that whenever eviction notices were served on camp
members, they simply shifted positions a few feet, thereby entering a different
jurisdiction. In the early days of the peace camp, between twenty and forty
women were present at any given time, with that number rising to between two
and three hundred on weekends.* The peace camp remained an irritant to USAF
and RAF personnel who dealt with the protesters throughout the Greenham
Common experience. It was especially irritating to American personnel who had
to pass the camp every day when going to or leaving work. In general, the
atmosphere at Greenham Common was peaceful, but strained by the difficulty in
entering the base. Personnel who passed through the gates were left with the
impression of entering an armed camp and being locked in.

The official USAF position was that the peace protesters were an internal
British political matter in which the United States had no authority. The 501st
TMW commander ordered the peace camp placed off limits to his personnel and |
forbade contact of any kind with the protesters. But the effect on base personnel
of the jurisdictional squabble was a perception of lukewarm British government
commitment which affected the unit’s morale. The perception of the British
government as unsupportive of GLCM personnel was furthered on September
11th when the peace camp women sent a letter to the RAF base commander. At
a meeting with the commander the next day, the women demanded access to a
water supply, phone service, and reduced presence of Ministry of Defence
(MOD) police. The base commander gave the women access to a water supply.*

Another major problem for morale and American perceptions of the British
attitude was the result of failure to impose significant penalties on the protesters
following their arrest. Unlike protestors in other situations, these would normally
be released shortly after their arrest without formal charges being filed. Unknown
to the Air Force personnel at Greenham Common, much of the pressure to drop
charges came from the U.S. State Department, against the wishes of military and
local British officials who felt that trial and conviction would have a deterrent
effect.’

The first large-scale demonstration at Greenham Common took place
between March 20th and 22nd, 1982, when approximately two thousand
demonstrators gathered. The protest was generally peaceful and featured women
filling the locks to the base gates with super glue. On the last day of the protest,
base employees were brought to work in convoys through a little-used gate.
When the protesters realized this, they blockaded that gate and thirty-three were
arrested. Subsequently, on May 21, the Newbury District Council issued its first
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formal eviction notice, and the camp was dismantled by a bulldozer, with four
people arrested. The women, however, simply reestablished the camp twelve
yards away on Ministry of Transport property. By the summer of 1982 protest
activities had grown more serious and included numerous incidents in which
portions of the base fence were destroyed. The reinforcement of MOD police on
July 9th saw rocks and bottles thrown, causing $15 thousand in damages and
leading to five arrests.”’

A relatively small number of protestors were active on a day-to-day basis,
but the CND proved capable of generating enormous support at planned events.
During the protest on December 12 and 13, 1982, marking the third anniversary
of the NATO TNF deployment decision, over 15,000 demonstrators encircled the
seven-mile perimeter of the base. The protests, and the media coverage, grew
more intense as time passed. In March of 1983, the RAF installed concertina wire
along the perimeter fence to help discourage the numerous penetrations by the
peace camp women. On Easter weekend, forty thousand protesters demonstrated
at the base in conjunction with anti-GLCM protests all over Europe, including a
demonstration organized by the CND in London attended by an estimated
125,000 people, although the CND claimed 500,000 protesters.

It must be emphasized that the battle at Greenham Common was really a
battle for access to the media. As problems at the base increased, the British
government developed an active campaign to present public information
favorable to the deployment of GLCMs. Nevertheless, most of the publicity
coming out of Greenham Common was anti-GLCM. This situation was promoted
at least in part by the media, which saw far more value in filming demonstrators
than it did in advancing government “propaganda.” The peace demonstrators
were extremely media conscious and, from time to time, the media was willing
to assist the protesters in their publicity efforts. On January 25, 1983, for
example, a Canadian television news crew arrived at Greenham Common. When
little was seen to be happening, the news crew encouraged the peace camp
women to stage a sit-down and block the gate while their cameras recorded the
scene. The women were only too happy to oblige.*

The Soviet Union and its communist allies devoted a great deal of attention
to the protests. A Soviet television crew was present at the September 5, 1981,
protest march to Greenham Common. Soviet, East German, and Bulgarian
television sent crews to provide coverage of the Women's Peace Camp.*
Western media were involved as well. When twenty women blocked the base
gate at 3:20 a.m. on July 4, 1982, television crews were present from both the
American Broadcasting Company and the British Broadcasting Corporation. In
addition, a Soviet diplomatic vehicle was spotted observing the protest.*

The anti-GLCM protests lost considerable steam after the landslide
reelection of Margaret Thatcher in June 1983. In comparison to the Easter
weekend protest held by CND in London at which 125,000 were present, a mid-
July protest attracted only six thousand demonstrators. Support for GLCM
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deployment had grown to be the majority position, according to the Sunday Times
polls, and the change in political atmosphere took the steam out of anti-GLCM
protests.*’ Nevertheless, the CND and the Women’s Peace Camp, with the
assistance of the media, could still create a circus atmosphere.

On October 21, 1983, Air Force security police at Greenham Common
reported that vehicles resembling GLCM launchers and launch control centers
had been seen outside the base. Since no GLCM launch vehicles had yet arrived
in Britain, base officials were both puzzled and concerned about the appearance
of vehicles that were nonexistent outside the United States. As it turned out,
Thames Television was producing a segment about the GLCM for their program,
“TV Eye” and had produced several mock-up vehicles. When approached, the
production company assured British officials that the vehicles were for their use,
and that Thames had nothing to do with the CND. Despite these assertions,
however, Thames turned over the mock-ups, which had cost some $34 thousand
to build, to the CND after filming the segment. The CND later used the mock-ups
in an anti-GLCM demonstration in London.*

Complicity between the media and the CND peaked in 1983 when a Ministry
of Defence employee leaked the classified delivery schedule for the GLCM
missiles and launchers to The Guardian. The newspaper timed release of the
information to coincide with the large-scale anti-GLCM demonstration at which
the mock-ups of the GLCM launcher and launch control center were used.

When actual delivery of missiles and launch vehicles began in November
1983, the activity of the protesters was almost anticlimactic. Despite the leaked
schedule, only a hundred or so protesters were present at the base. When these
objectors realized what was happening, they attempted to storm the base fence,
but were repelled by police, who arrested twenty-seven people. The next day only
one person was arrested. Despite the arrival of the British news media, there were
no incidents on the third day of deliveries. That condition changed on November
4th, when perhaps the most dramatic incident of the deployment occurred. The
GLCM missiles, vehicles, and other equipment were delivered by C-5A Galaxy
cargo aircraft. On the 4th, a lone British male eluded the security police, got on
the base, and immediately tried to ram his car into one of the giant aircraft sitting
on the parking apron. USAF security police rammed his vehicle, instead,
preventing it from reaching the aircraft. When the protester was arrested, the
inside of his vehicle was found to be full of CND materials.”

The aircraft-ramming incident seemed to revitalize the demonstrators, who
intensified their efforts to stop deployment. The next day, some two hundred
protesters were present at the base, and by November 9th, the group included five
Labour Members of Parliament (MPs), accompanied by between thirty and forty
members of the news media. On the 15th, the Secretary of State for Defence
formally announced the arrival of the missiles at RAF Greenham Common,
causing a further increase in protest activity.* A sense of urgency had developed
among the protesters, who seemed to realize that the time had come for a last
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stand to halt deployment. On New Year’s Day 1984, the Women s Peace Camp
announced a protest action to the BBC and, while the television cameras rolled,
attempted to bring down the base gate. The following day, CND members
resumed this effort when they tried to crash a car into the gate. Neither of these
actions was successful. As the situation seemed to become more desperate, the
peace campers determined to take drastic action. Rumors circulated that the
protesters intended to shoot one of their own protesters and claim that U.S.
military personnel did the shooting. While these rumors seem farfetched, shortly
thereafter, a Labour MP did claim that USAF security police had shot at a British
subject, and on January 20, the London Daily Mail seconded this with a report
that a female protester had been “shot at.” No such incident took place, of
course.”

For the personnel assigned to Greenham Common, life had continued at a
hectic pace, but not because of the protests. Getting the wing “mission-ready”
was a time-consuming task. Training activities were conducted regularly, both
onbase and offbase at British Army training areas. Throughout the fall, USAFE
and NATO inspectors conducted various phases of an Initial Nuclear Surety
Inspection (INSI). The wing had to accept its nuclear weapons and attain I0C.
Construction units completed the GLCM Alert and Maintenance Area and turned
it over to the wing on October 13. The final phase of the INSI was conducted
between December-3rd and 9th. On December 231d, the 501st TMW wing
commander informed HQ USAFE that his wing was mission-ready, one week
ahead of schedule. On December 30th, the Commander in Chief, U.S. European
Command, declared that the 501st had attained I0C.* The GLCM had been
deployed.

Meanwhile, outside the gates, the constant harassing tactics of the
demonstrators took its toll on British police, who for a time had become less
interested in dealing with the demonstrators. When the CND held a “Halloween
Party” on November 29, 1983, for example, the Thames Valley Police refused to
arrest women who interfered with the repairs being made to breaks in the base
perimeter fence.*’ The successful deployment, however, seemed to put some fight
back into the authorities. A new magistrate was brought in to deal with the
protesters. This time he had the authority to jail protesters who had not paid
earlier fines, and he increased the fines on those who had been repeatedly
arrested. Some protesters were even sent to jail.

The Soviets did not let successful deployment end their attempt to influence
the situation, either. On November 23, 1983, Soviet leaders discontinued the INF
talks in Geneva, announced they were lifting the “moratorium” on S$S-20
deployment, and focused all their attention on a last-ditch effort to defeat TNF
deployment.”® But the European governments had decided that the United States
should not make concessions to lure the Soviets back to the negotiating table.
Soviet diplomatic and political protests simply did not have the impact they once
did. Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko made a strongly worded, anti-
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American speech before the Conference on Disarmament in Europe, in January
1984, denouncing the United States for the breakdown of INF negotiations.*’ The
senior American negotiator at the INF talks simply commented that the Soviets
would resume talks “as soon as they have squeezed every imaginable
psychological advantage they think they can get from their withdrawal from
Geneva.”™ The Soviet leaders at first insisted that the United States had to
withdraw all INF forces before the negotiations could continue. By October 1984,
however, they had adjusted to the situation and resumed negotiations.

After the deployment of GLCM to RAF Greenham Common, the other
deployments went much more smoothly, although not without continuing
protests on a smaller scale than seen in Britain. The stand the Soviets had taken
failed. The NATO alliance was able to withstand extreme pressure from the
Soviet Union and from Soviet-influenced protests on the domestic front. Senator
Charles Percy (R-Indiana) later summarized what had taken place:

In 1983, the strength and cohesion of the North Atlantic Alliance was
severely tested by events related to the negotiation and deployment of
intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF). NATO faced successive
challenges in maintaining a united front throughout the demanding final
stage of the negotiations and, when negotiations failed, in proceeding
with the initial INF deployments despite Soviet blandishments.*'

NATO members recognized the significance the battle to deploy the GLCM and
Pershing II held for the future of the NATO Alliance. The election of
conservative governments in the United States and Britain, combined with other
domestic political factors, decreased the influence of the protests on the general
population. The left-wing politics and sometimes outrageous actions of the
protesters had also turned off public support.

Successful deployment of the GLCM proved to be a culminating point in the
Cold War. It had not “defeated” the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact, but it did
place them in an “end-game” situation. The events that unfolded in the following
years played out the TNF deployment. The success of NATO in holding firm
against Soviet pressures resulted in an arms control treaty which, for the first
timie, banned an entire class of nuclear weapons between the two superpowers.
The Soviets, having gambled so much on their ability to defeat TNF deployment
and break up the Western Alliance, were never again able to significantly
influence the direction that NATO took.
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Patrick Murray: I have two questions relating to the introduction of U.S.
nuclear weapons, so I will just answer both of them in the same way. One
question concerns the introduction of nuclear weapons into the United Kingdom
on a provisional basis and then on a more permanent basis. When and where did
this take place? Which agreement covered it? What was the procedure with
Strategic Air Command, 7th Air Division, Third Air Force, and United States Air
Forces in Europe? Which depot and squadrons were involved? When were the .
operational bombs brought to the United Kingdom, etc.?

This is a very difficult question to answer. The official position, even today,
regarding nuclear weapons is, “The United States Air Force neither affirms nor
denies the presence of nuclear weapons in the U.K.” When did it exactly occur,
and what agreements permitted this? It is still extremely difficult to pinpoint with
absolute accuracy the day nuclear weapons were brought to the U.K. In the Third
Air Force historical archives, about the best answer to this particular question
comes from the diary of General Leon Johnson, who kept a fairly good diary
during those years In July of 1950, there is an entry which states that the Prime
Minister had been informed about the U.S. request to bring nuclear weapons into
the United Kingdom. The answer came back that, yes, the Prime Minister did
agree to this and that he fully understood all the various ramifications of bringing
these units into the United Kingdom. Now, at this particular time, the weapons
appear to have been sent without their fissionable material. So, the bomb itself
was there, but the explosive components were not. They were retained in the
United States. So, when did nuclear weapons first come to the U.K.? The guess
is about 1950. That, again, is a guess, and about the best answer I can give.

The second question I have concerns the participation of B~29 groups in a
British defense exercise, I believe in 1948. I mentioned that exercise as Operation
Dagger. The question is, How does a strategic bomber participate in a defense
exercise, how did they envision the use of B-29s, and in what circumstances and
by whom would they have been released?

There are many possible scenarios. In this particular event, Operation
Dagger, I do not have any specifics as to the U.S. bomber activities; but there are
any number of air defense scenarios in which bombers could be used either as an
aggressor force or as a defensive force. I cannot give you a specific answer
regarding Operation Dagger. The deployment of B—29s made it possible for the
day fighter squadrons in the U.K. to undertake defensive exercises involving
fighters versus many bombers in the early 1950s, which enabled us to perfect
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tactics, particularly attacks against the equivalent of a Soviet TU~4 Bull. These
exercises also helped the B-29 crews in the task of penetrating the Soviet Union.
Early on, in some of these exercises, it was stated that depending on the type of
tactics used, it was almost impossible to defend British cities from a very
determined Soviet attack. It was extremely disconcerting when they came across
some of these moments, and it did require some considerable restructuring of
defensive strategies.

Cecil James: There are three interrelated questions here, but just to lighten
the occasion a little bit, I was present at a press conference which Duncan Sandys
held to announce the deployment of Thor in the United Kingdom. It was a big
international conference, and it was of great significance internationally because
this really was the first overt response to that nasty shock to all of us in the West,
the Sputnik launch in October 1957. This press conference would be sometime
in 1958, and Sandys asked those who wanted to ask a question to say what
newspaper they represented. He had made it quite clear that the deployment of
Thor would be in the eastern half of the U.K. Thor was a bit short of range, so the
further east you could put them, the better. And one correspondent got up, and in
a very heavy sort of mittle Europa accent, said, “Is not the deployment of these
missiles in the eastern half of England an outward and open provocation to the
Soviet Union?” Now this is one of those “have you stopped beating your wife”
sort of questions. Duncan said, “What paper do you represent?” And the
correspondent gave the name of a Warsaw newspaper. And Duncan said, “It is
convenient to put them there!”

Anyway, the first question is, to what extent was the Sandys’ 1957 White
Paper an extension of the 1952 British chiefs of staff global strategy paper and
what individual input did he introduce into strategic thinking during this period?
I think that the answer is, yes, it was an extension of that thinking and I shall be
referring to that global strategy paper in response to a further question here. I
think the individual input was not so much on Sandys " part, as I tried to get over
to you. Sandys comes into office in January 1957 really as the hatchet man for a
policy which has already begun to emerge, and that policy was one which did
involve a much greater reliance on strategic deterrence. So, I think the answer
directly to the question is that he didn " t introduce anything more, but he did apply
it with a degree of political will that was quite extraordinary. The second part of
this question is, Did the cancellation of Blue Streak require Duncan Sandys to
leave office to retain credibility of the deterrent or were other factors responsible?
I don”t know why Macmillan moved Duncan Sandys from Minister of Defence
at the time that he did, which was late 1959. I think that he fully wanted him out
of the way; it made it easier if he was out of the way to cancel Blue Streak. But
I don’t think that had any effect upon the policy of strategic deterrence, and it
may we well be that Duncan, himself, had gotten rather tired of the job and
wanted a change. He’d had a very hard time, and I don " t think one should see too
much significance in that particular change in his appointment.
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The second question is, Sandys appears to have anticipated the Eisen-
hower/Dulles view of nuclear war having superseded conventional war. Was
there a close relationship between the American and British approach to national
defense? I think that, if I may say so, the right word is not “supersede.” It simply
made global war much less likely. The British chiefs of staff as early as 1949,
even before the global strategy paper, had taken the view—and I think this was
the word they used—that the atomic bomb had “outlawed” global war. I think
that what they were getting at there was not necessarily that general war wouldn "t
happen, it was rather that they thought it very unlikely, and, if it did, it would be
so catastrophic that long, drawn-out conflicts like World War I and World War
11 just would not be within human capacity. We"d all be too involved in burying
our dead and trying to keep something going. In that sense, [ think, it was felt that
the whole strategic situation had been absolutely revolutionized, as I said in my
talk, not so much by Hiroshima, by atomic weapons, as by thermonuclear weap-
ons.

It is a quite extraordinary thing, when you think about it, isn’t it, that we
have somehow on each side so played the game that, even still to this day we
have got far more nuclear weapons than make any kind of sense at all. And the
reason that we have got them has got nothing really to do with military
superiority. If they are used, you are never going to destroy so many of the other
side that you won’t get some of them back. The game is not a military game,
gentlemen, is it? It is a political game. Anyway, there is always a difference of
opinion on this kind of thing, obviously. But, I think it is quite true that there was
a very similar view of the strategic picture between on the British side,
Macmillan and Sandys, and on this side, Eisenhower and Dulles. Dulles at one
stage of the British preparations for a change in the NATO strategic directive
agreed with the British view that nobody, even the United States, could possibly
have two kits, one for effective strategic deterrence and another set of kit to fight
a set-piece global war with conventional weapons. And that was taken by General
Al Gruenther—who rather resented that statement—across to Washington where
he really sorted John Foster Dulles out and got Dulles to agree that you mustn "t
let the British take the logic of nuclear deterrence so far as to gravely weaken the
conventional element of deterrence. I think we’ ve got to accept, haven " t we, that
you cannot rely only on strategic nuclear deterrence. There has to be a
conventional component as well. The great question is, what is the size and shape
and deployment of the conventional component?

And1think that leads quite naturally, to the last question here, which is, what
was Sandys’ and official British reaction to the Kennedy Administration’s
decision to void the British-sponsored trip wire strategy and go for “flexible
response?” Well, the classroom answer to the first part of that question is that
Sandys was out of the picture, anyway, when flexible response formally takes the
place of trip wire. And, for the life of me, I can” t remember when that was. [t was
quite well into the 1960s, am I not right? Can anybody comment on that point?
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I think I have got 1967 in mind. Something like that. Sandys is, as I say, really out
of the picture; the Torys are out of the picture politically by 1964, anyway; from
thenoninit’s Labour. You’ ve got flexible response, the culmination of a process
that begins under the Kennedy administration, in which you do tend to change the
balance between the conventional and the nuclear, the point being that, through
a greater emphasis on the conventional, you raise the nuclear threshold. Right?
Agreed? Good! But it still does raise this question, did we ever get that balance
right? And you could argue till the cows come home on that one.

Air Marshal Sir Denis Smallwood: The question is, you mentioned
U.S./U.K. intelligence programs. Was the U-2 program a U.S./U.K. program
with British pilots? The answer to that is, yes, but I will elaborate a little bit. At
the time, it was held to be a matter of the highest security and very few people,
certainly on the UK. side, knew about it. We had four pilots for many
years—they rotated, of course—based at Edwards AFB. From time to time, if 1
remember correctly, the U-2s would move forward into Western Europe,
particularly into Cyprus, and they would operate from there. I don’t
think—again, 1 am relying entirely on my memory here—that the RAF pilots
ever actually conducted an operational sortie. The purpose of this bilateral
agreement was that if the chips seemed to be down and one really needed to have
avery wide-ranging reconnaissance program using the U-2s, then the RAF pilots
would be used. As far as the situation in Whitehall was concerned, as I have said,
very few people were privy to this. The program on the RAF side was run by the
Assistant Chief of Air Staff, Operations in the Ministry of Defence. It was a
subject that came up occasionally during the vice chief to vice chief talks. It was
certainly a subject talked about between the respective chiefs at that level, and,
of course, the Central Intelligence Agency and the Joint Intelligence Committee
in London were involved. In London, it was certainly known to the Defence
Committee at Cabinet level.

My memory of this illustrates a small point I mentioned in my talk: how
valuable the NATO air chief tours were; how one could in certain circumstances
discuss bilateral matters secretly with one’s USAF colleagues. On one of the
visits, we visited Edwards AFB, California, and I was able to peel off from the
international pattern there and visit the RAF pilots who were over on the far side
of the field and talk about the current situation. In summary, it was, of course,
predominantly a USAF program, but we did participate fully, although never, to
my knowledge, on an operational sortie.

Lieutenant Colonel Michael A. Kirtland: The question is, what was the
U.S. State Department’ s rationale for discouraging legal actions against individ-
uals engaged in illegal acts at Greenham Common? It may be difficult to give an
authoritative answer, but I think it boils down to State Department concerns at the
time. I think it goes a little deeper, though, to a basic difference in how military
people and diplomatic people deal with conflict, whether that conflict is an armed
force or simply a group of ladies cutting holes in the base fence.
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In those days, the State Department was very concerned about making sure
that GLCM activities had a very low profile. The State Department would ask us
do things that didn "t necessarily seem to make sense from a military perspective.
Let me give you an example that doesn’t have to do with Greenham Common,
but really points out how the State Department felt about things. We had been
briefing for a number of years which five NATO countries would host GLCMs
and the names of the six bases in those five countries, including the fact that there
would be a GLCM base at Wueshheim, Germany, just down the road from Hahn
Air Base. We had been giving these briefings for two or three years not only to
military people, but to the American press and to the international news media,
as well. And yet, one day we got a message from the State Department that said
that from here on out any references to the base in Germany would be classified
and we couldn’ t even use the word “Wueshheim.” So the 868th Tactical Missile
Training Squadron—two hundred some people—spent an entire day going
through every single piece of paper in the squadron attempting to find any pieces
that had Wueshheim written on them and stamping them as classified.

From our perspective, it was absolutely ludicrous. Even if we could have
classified the base name from them on out—which we obviously could not—the
cat was out of the bag at that point as to where the missiles were going. All it did,
in terms of the USAF, was cause problems. We had people at that point who were
getting ready to be shipped to Germany. All of a sudden we had to stamp
classified all over their household goods and baggage, and all over their orders.
For a long time we had a problem with movers who would refuse to take the
shipments because, they said, “You’ ve given me this place”—we came up with
a code name for where the stuff was going, and that was what would be stamped
on the orders—and the movers would say, “There is no such place.” And we
would say, “That’s right.” And they’d say, “Well I m not taking it.” And we
would say, “You've got to, because the contract says you have to.”

This same sort of concern over keeping a low profile was present in Britain,
as well, and because the anti-GLCM activity was higher there, it was even more
intense. The State Department felt that any action against the protesters would
simply create martyrs for the anti-GLCM cause and they didn "t want to do that.
In hindsight, it wasn’t, perhaps, the best course to take. After the deployment
took place, the British government and the local governments decided they
would, in fact, take stronger action and they put magistrates into the area with
authority to jail the protestors, to fine the protestors, and it did have a significant
effect on the activity that took place. Not that this step ended protest activity; it
certainly didn’ t. But, for instance, the camps decreased in size as a result of the
changes, and the activities that they would undertake declined, except on those
special occasions that I referred to where the protesters would already have
notified the news media that something was going to happen. For the most part,
they sat outside the base gate and shot the breeze all day rather than attempting
significant political activity.
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Air Vice Marshal Ron Dick, CB, FRAeS, Royal Air Force, retired,
entered the Royal Air Force College in 1950 and received his
commission in July 1952. He then began a varied and highly successful
flying career flying Meteor 8 day fighters with No. 64 Squadron.
During subsequent assignments, he flew Provosts and Vampires,
became a flying instructor, an examiner, and an exchange flight
commander with the United States Air Force. In 1955/1956, he won
both the Clarkson and Wright Jubilee individual aerobatic trophies.
Later, Air Marshal Dick was flight commander on a nuclear strike
squadron and commanded a Vulcan squadron and a Buccaneer wing,.
During the latter part of his career, he served as Air Attaché and
Defence Attaché at the British Embassy in Washington, D.C. Her
Majesty the Queen created Air Vice Marshal Dick Companion of the
Most Noble Order of the Bath early in 1988. Following his retirement,
Air Vice Marshal Dick became a Smithsonian International Fellow at
the National Air and Space Museum from 1988 to 1991. He now writes
and lectures on military and aviation history, is a member of the board
of trustees of the Confederate Air Force, and is a visiting lecturer at the
Air University at Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama.
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Air Vice Marshal Ron Dick

When the Falkland Crisis began in 1982, I was the British attaché in
Washington, and I had been for about eighteen months. But there was more to
it than that. In the course of my career, I was fortunate to have been an exchange
officer with the U.S. Air Force and to have taken part in a number of exercises
in the United States. I was a guide for the Royal College of Defence Studies
when they toured North America, and I was also on General Alexander Haig’s
staff at Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe, so my face was fairly
familiar to members of the U.S. military and, particularly, to many in the
Pentagon. Even if that had not been the case, I think it is true that U.S. military
people are, generally, fairly comfortable with their British counterparts, if for
no other reason than they have suffered together in staff colleges or in joint
exchange programs.

As I'was to find out in 1982, these interservice contacts proved their worth
time and time again. There is nothing to equal the sight of a friendly face if you
have got a problem or, for that matter, to hear a friendly voice on the other end
of the telephone. In my experience, that was particularly true at the very highest
level, the commander in chief level, when old friends are able to talk pretty
freely because of trans-Atlantic links.

1 was, by early 1982, well settled into an extremely pleasant, not too
tasking, tour of duty as the friendly neighborhood RAF spy. But that fiddle
began to fade a bit on the 19th of March, when some Argentine scrap metal
merchants hoisted Argentina’s flag on South Georgia, the Falklands depend-
ency some six hundred miles east of the main islands. They were asked to report
themselves to the British authorities, they refused, the British government
complained to Buenos Aires, the complaint was ignored, and so the rest of the
disaster began.

The initial reaction to all that, both in the United Kingdom and the United
States, was to brush it aside in favour of more important things. It was too much
like a comic opera, not to be taken seriously. However, the Junta in Buenos

* Constantine Davidoff, an Argentine of Greek extraction, had a contract for
dismantling four unused whaling stations on South Georgia. His arrival with forty-one
workmen and the Argentine flag in mid-March 1982 precipitated the Falklands War.
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Aires had troubles enough without having to endure loss of face, even over a
scrap metal merchant and his flag. We now know the South Georgia incident
was pretty unfortunate for them, because it was the trigger which started events
rolling, even though they had already decided to undertake an operation six
months later in the year. This set things in motion much too soon.

As the international temperature. rose, it became apparent that the comic
opera was in danger of turning into Hamlet. The tempo of exchanges between
Washington and the British Embassy, where I was working, began to quicken.
At the political level, the growing crisis was viewed in a very different light on
opposite sides of the water.

In London, it was a pretty simple business. The Falklands were British
territory and the people on them were British citizens. That is all there was to
it. In Washington, it was much more complex. The Falklands might be British,
but they were in the American hemisphere and they carried that weight of
Victorian colonialism about them which makes Americans uncomfortable. They
were also a bone of contention between two nations friendly to the United
States. The last thing Washington wanted was to have a fight going on between
friends right on its doorstep.

When it became apparent that the Argentines were not going to back down,
especially after their fleet was at sea, the trans-Atlantic messages really began
to fly. The atmosphere was not, to start with, entirely harmonious. London
wanted Washington to lean heavily on its South American friends to stop them
from doing anything silly. The State Department duly did that through its
ambassador to Buenos Aires, but a message also went to the British Foreign
Secretary, Lord Carrington, and it urged caution. Carrington suffered a severe
loss of sense of humor through that, and he told the U.S. Embassy in London
quite bluntly that an aggressor was loose in the South Atlantic and the United
States had better make up its mind which side it was on.

It was not an auspicious beginning. However, the U.S. ambassador’s
approach in Buenos Aires was rebuffed, so President Ronald Reagan, urged on
by Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher, intervened with a personal phone call to
Gerieral Galtieri, head of the Junta, on the evening of the 31st of March. He got
nowhere, principally because Galtieri was already being swept along by forces
well beyond his control. We did not know at the time that the Argentine
invasion force was already committed.

Argentine soldiers went ashore on East Falkland at dawn on the 2nd of
April and soon overcame the small Royal Marine detachment, and on the 3rd

*

A military Junta led by General Leopoldo Galtieri, Commander in Chief of the
army, and including Admiral Jorge Anaya of the navy and Brigadier General Basilio
Lami Dozo of the air force ruled Argentina. Considerable evidence suggests that a
primary reason for the invasion was the Junta’ s determination to continue in power by
distracting the Argentines from the desperate economic conditions of the nation.
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of April the same thing happened in South Georgia. That same day, Saturday
the 3rd of April, Mrs. Thatcher announced to the House of Commons that a task
force would be sent to the South Atlantic.

There now followed a quite extraordinary period during which the United
States seemed to us in the British Embassy to be pursuing two different policies:
One, public, which originated more or less in the State Department, and the
other, which was pursued much more quietly in the Pentagon.

Let me briefly run through the public mode of Anglo-American relations
first. It was the principal concern of the State Department that the contenders
in the dispute should be kept apart and a negotiated settlement reached. The
problem was that the opening positions of the parties were pretty uncompro-
mising. The United Kingdom said there could be no discussions without an
Argentine withdrawal. Argentina said there could be no withdrawal without a
subsequent guarantee of Argentine sovereignty. To break the impasse, Secretary
of State Alexander Haig, set off on—I have to say—an epic of shuttle diplo-
macy, flying some fourteen thousand miles in twelve days as he pursued the
Holy Grail of peaceful solution in London, Buenos Aires, and Washington. It
was exhausting, it was exasperating, and despite his quite amazing persistence,
he got absolutely nowhere.

Mrs. Thatcher, of course, was implacable. The Argentine forces had to
withdraw. The long-term wishes of the Falkland Islanders were paramount.
Britain could and would recover the island by force if it came to it. She still
believed that the Junta would back down rather than fight.

The Junta was irrevocably committed. They could not back down and
survive. They had also convinced themselves that Britain was a soft-hearted
democracy and that the British had no stomach for a fight. Haig told them flatly,
several times, that the British would go through with it and that Argentina
would lose. Galtieri told him he was wrong, and Admiral Anaya went so far as
to call Haig a liar. In the midst of all this gathering gloom, there were lighter
moments. Haig kept everybody informed about how things were going as he
shuttled backward and forward. Some of the messages were not all that terribly
formal. Those that we got to see in the British Embassy indicated he was having
some difficulty in damping down his well-known short fuse. Once he went so
far as to say that he might be able to make better progress if could ever get to
Galtieri when he was sober. Now that problem is actually mentioned in Max
Hastings ' book. * Another time, Haig’s genuine astonishment at the method of
government in Buenos Aires. He said it was impossible to see how the system
worked, since there appeared to be at least a thousand decision makers. He
would get Galtieri, or Nicanor Costa Mendes, who was Foreign Minister of
Argentina, or somebody else to commit themselves, and he would think he had

¥ See Max Hastings and Simon Jenkins, The Battle for the Falklands (London:
- Michael Joseph, 1983), p. 112.
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got something wrapped up, and about an hour later a colonel would arrive on
the scene and tell him to forget the whole thing.

Faced with a very real tragedy of a comic opera government, Haig finally
folded his tent and went home, where he told the President that armed conflict
was inevitable and the United States should get off the fence and back Britain.
Later, on the 30th of April, President Reagan did exactly that, though
cautiously. He imposed sanctions on Argentina and formally offered material
aid to the United Kingdom, thereby regularizing what had been, for some time,
an established fact.

I intend to leave aside the dissenting voice also being heard by the
President. Jeane Kirkpatrick, you may remember, was U.S. Ambassador to the
United Nations at that time, and she believed the United Kingdom was being
imperial and that the United States should stand aside. The consequences of
backing Britain, she said, would be disastrous for the United States, whose
long—term interest lay with South America. She was unmoved, absolutely, by
arguments that contrasted America’s oldest alliance with the convenient
arrangement based on promoting anticommunism in Latin America or contras-
ted a democratic government with a military dictatorship. Nor did she appear
to be impressed by the thought that military aggression was taking place in the
American hemisphere and that it might perhaps be a good idea for the United
States to disapprove. She held to her views, even after being instructed to vote
for a United Nations resolution demanding the withdrawal of the Argentines
from the island. ‘

The British Ambassador at this time v/as Nicholas Henderson, who could
have been cast in Hollywood as the classically eccentric Englishman. Haig
described him as being “studiously rumpled,” and Secretary of Defense Caspar
Weinberger said that Nicho, as he was known, “took great delight in violating
many of Saville Row ’s ideas of proper dress.”

The Ambassador was remarkable during this crisis. He hurled himself at it,
and he seemed to be everywhere at once—in the White House, at the State
Department, on the Hill, talking to the press, or appearing on television. He was
on at least one, usually several morning news programs every day and was
enormously effective in promoting Britain's cause. America heard his aristo-
cratic tones, took one look at his lugubrious face and his uncontrollable hair and
his rumpled collar, and it loved him. One serious senator actually interrupted
Nicho in full flow on the Hill once and told him that his arguments were indeed
powerful, but that was not why the Senate was with him, it was because he was
so British. The senator went on to say he was sure it was unlikely that the same
strong feeling could have been stirred, for instance, if the conflict in the South
Atlantic was between Argentina and Brazil.

Early every morning the Ambassador s staff, including his defence team,
met to brief him before he went on television. For me, in particular, that was a
challenging experience. Nicho could understand infantry or frigates, stuff like
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that, but his conception of air power seemed to have been frozen sometime
around the year 1916. He thought that delivering bombs on a target could not
possibly be difficult; for instance, putting a hole in the Port Stanley runway.
Details like the four thousand miles of open sea between the base at Ascension
and the target, the multiple refuelings at night, the enemy radar, surface-to-air
missiles, bombing on radar, bomb trajectory, all that stuff, were mere trifles. As
far as he was concerned, you pick the target, you place an aircraft above it, you
let the bombs go, the job was done. It was almost as if he had a mental image
of the pilot leaning out with the proverbial hand-held bomb. For Nicho, aircraft
always found, hit, and destroyed their targets. Otherwise, as he said, “What’s
the good of em?” Well, as a result, I spent a good deal of time briefing the
Ambassador on the air war and then watching his subsequent television
appearances with my fingers crossed.

He got his own back on me one day. It was an afternoon in late May, and
the Ambassador really was showing signs of strain. The Argentines at Goose
Green has just surrendered, * and the Cable News Network (CNN) asked him for
an interview at 10:00 p.m. that night. Nicho visibly sagged, and said, “I really
don’t think I can.” Then he looked across the table at me and said, “You go.”
My protestations about being a simple military man were brushed aside and I
duly arrived at the CNN studio that evening.

The interview was one of those cozy little three-way affairs: Jorge Herrera
Vegas, Argentina’s man at the United Nations, was in New York, I was in
Washington, and the interviewer was in Atlanta. The second half of the program
was in the form of a call-in from open phones throughout the United States. I
was not happy about the prospect of facing Herrera Vegas. He was a smooth,
professional diplomat, who had been doing very well for some time on tele-
vision. However, the news from Goose Green must have given him a bit of a
shock, because he made a serious tactical error right at the beginning. He said
that it was his unpleasant duty to report that the British were killing Argentine
prisoners of war. He claimed that they were being used to walk ahead of the
British over minefields to clear them. He went on to say that he found it grossly
unfair of Americans to accuse only the Galtieri government of human rights
abuses when it was well known that the British consistently violated human
rights. Well, once those cracks had appeared in his composure, his credibility
was gone, and I really had not much difficulty holding the moral high ground.

It was very satisfying, and the call-in portion of the program left me with
a thoroughly warm glow. The calls came in from all over the United States, and
every caller, bar one, was enthusiastically in support of Britain. I left the studio
smiling broadly at every American I saw, and, since it was nighttime in
Georgetown, I was very lucky to survive unscathed!

" On May 28, the 2nd Battalion of the Parachute Regiment liberated the small village
of Goose Green in the first major land action of the Falklands campaign.
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Let me tell you some of the things that were more obviously in the military
sphere. I had, of course, been heavily involved in the crisis since the first day.
Mrs. Thatcher announced the task force on Saturday, the 3rd of April, and on
Monday, I was on my way to the Pentagon in dress blue and gold ropes,
appearing very stiff and formal. I presented myself at the entrance to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff area trying to looked relaxed, but I have to say that I really was
not all that comfortable. As I have said, the political signals at the beginning
were ambivalent, and I was not sure of the welcome I was going to get. I really
need not have worried. As I walked down the corridors, I was slapped on the
back repeatedly and pursued by calls of “Give them hell down there!” or “Go-o-
0-0 Brits!” Some months later, my Pentagon friends told me that nearly
everybody at the time thought we were insane and quite a number thought we
were going to lose our shirts, but they cheered anyway.

Well, encouraged by all that enthusiasm, I was ushered in to see the admiral
who filled the J-4, Logistics, chair. He sat me down and sent for a cup of coffee
and asked what he could do for me. I explained that, as unlikely as it seemed,
we were going to have to use Ascension Island” as the mounting base for the
operations against the Falklands because we could not get any closer, and
Wideawake Air Base, although a United States airfield, was on a British island.
We, therefore, felt that the United States would not object if we increased our
usage of Wideawake facilities. Assuming that to be the case, I pointed out that
the fuel storage capacity at Wideawake had been designed to allow for little
more than a weekly C~141 or two to service the U.S. satellite tracking station.
We were going to need a good deal more than that.

I asked if the United States would be prepared to help in providing
whatever we needed to do the job. The admiral said that of course they wanted
to help, and he asked me how much fuel we were going to need. I took a deep
breath and told him that we would like an eight million-gallon tanker full of
aviation fuel off the settlement of Georgetown within the next seven days. We
could not provide one, and we hoped the U.S. military could help us out.

The admiral pulled the screen back on his big plotting board and he
pondered over it a bit and made a couple of phone calls and then he said, yes,
he thought he could do that. He fingered one—I seem to remember it was going
to Guantanamo or somewhere and I expect the U.S. Navy objected strongly
shortly thereafter—but anyway, off it went to Ascension.

He said, “How are you going to use and store this fuel?” I said, “Well, I'm
afraid it"11 have to just lie off Georgetown with lines ashore and be used as a

*

Located roughly five hundred miles south of the equator and one thousand miles
off the coast of Africa, the British colony of Ascension Island served as the primary
support base for the Task Force. The chief attraction was the airfield, called Wideawake
after a local species of bird, built by the United States during World War II and used to
support a variety of classified activities.
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floating gas station until it’s empty.” He said, “Fine, is that all?” I said, “Well,
I think we 1l probably need another tanker like that seven days after the first,
and another seven days after that, and so on.” His chin dropped, and he said,
“You can’t use that much fuel!” I said we were going to have a reasonable try,
and he said something about making long-term plans and requirements.

The only snag appeared after three weeks, or so, when the admiral told me
that the tanker which was then en route to Ascension had broken a shaft and was
not going to make it. He found a replacement, but it was going to be late. Well,
it rapidly became apparent that we were going to use the fuel we had available
and go dry. Wideawake, by the way, at that time was up to four hundred aircraft
movements a day. I asked if we could use the U.S. stocks there on the island,
small though they were. He agreed, but it was soon obvious that they were
going to go as well. Confronted by what seemed to be an absolutely intractable
problem, and under the pressure of what was obviously great concern, the
admiral produced a chart and showed me the U.S. war stock on Ascension. The
war emergency fuel supply proved to be just about the right size to fill the hole.
There was a long pause, then he said, “Well, hell, there is a war on after all.” So,
we got our fuel.

What I did not know when I first visited J—4 was that Secretary Weinberger
had, as soon as he had heard of the invasion, told his staff that the Brits were to
be given every possible assistance short of engaging in operations and that he
would not tolerate any bureaucratic interference with British requests, which
were to be given maximum priority. It was, of course, a business arrangement
in that the United Kingdom paid for all goods and services, but it was also a
pretty marvelous political commitment between friends.

Given that attitude from the man at top, and the normally high level of
peacetime cooperation between the U.S. and the U.K. services, it was hardly
surprising that the Pentagon was way ahead of the State Department when it
came to support. The many civilian officials outside the Pentagon seemed
almost alarmed that the military could have preempted them so effectively in
aiding a foreign power. Weinberger said that the U.S. help must stop short of
operations in the war zone, of course. While that was strictly true in the fact that
no U.S. units took part in the conflict, it has to be said that the United States did
provide extra aircraft, ships, and men to cover the NATO commitments which
the United Kingdom had necessarily left uncovered.

There were, of course, many other instances of close Anglo-American
cooperation besides the aviation cooperation. Among the more important were
those in the fields of intelligence and communications. Most of the intelligence
was of the signals intelligence variety, and it enabled the British task force
commander to be given a reasonably accurate indication of the disposition of
the Argentines throughout the struggle. If the intelligence was important, the
communications were absolutely vital and ranged from allocations of space on
satellites to the provision of special radios that allowed easy contact with
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intelligence gathering sources. With the war headquarters some eight thousand
miles from the action, the commander in chief would have been very poorly
placed without those slots on the satellites.

There was an earlier request for AIM-9L Sidewinder missiles. We had
them on order, but delivery was not due for months. There was no fuss; our
request was quietly brought up to the top of the priority list as soon as I asked.
We also bought navigational systems to cope with the long-range missions over
the Atlantic. Other weaponry came in the form of Shrike and Harpoon missiles.
The Nimrod maritime patrol aircraft, for instance, was qualified to take
Harpoon, but that weapon never saw any action. Incidentally, the Nimrod was
also fitted with Sidewinders, much to the delight of the pilots, who advertised
that they were flying the largest fighter aircraft in the world.

Shrikes were also fitted to the Vulcan and used, unfortunately without too
much success, against the Argentine Westinghouse radars outside Port Stanley.
At about this time, I was drinking for Queen and Country at some reception in
Washington, and the Washington Westinghouse representative took me to one
side, and he said, “How are you getting along against the radar? Do you, um,
need any specs or drawings?” I was quite shocked! I said, “Aren’t you pushing
the limits of ethical behavior a bit?” He said, “Hell no, you knock that one out,
we 1l sell them another one!” ‘

At the time, the Vulcan raids were the longest attack missions ever flown,
four thousand miles each way, and they were undertaken with aircraft which
were already being withdrawn from service. We had just presented three of
them to USAF museums. They were flown into Strategic Air Command
headquarters at Offutt AFB and handed over in flying condition. Soon after that,
we discovered some of the hard truths about operating an air force which has
NATO commitments rather than Imperial ones. We had no aircraft that were
_ really suitable for the vast reaches of the South Atlantic. A host of quick fixes
were rushed into service to meet the problem, among them the need to extend.
the range on, for instance, our maritime patrol aircraft, the Nimrod. Refueling
probes were needed in a hurry, and we did not have them. Then somebody had
an inspiration, and we got a call in Washington: “The Vulcans we’ ve just given
to the U.S. Air Force, they had probes on, didn "t they?” “Yes, they did,” I said.
What followed was very embarrassing. There was a small team of our air
technicians who arrived in plain clothes, and they went sneaking around USAF
museums unbolting refueling probes. At the end of the war, I got a signal from
the Castle Air Force Base Museum in California congratulating us on our
success and demanding the immediate return of stolen property!

Forgive me as I now digress even further from the central theme and tell
you a story which has absolutely nothing to do with Anglo-American relations,
but is worth the telling. In that first week after Mrs. Thatcher had said that the
fleet would sail south, I had to go up to the United Nations to chair a meeting
of the United Nations Military Staff Committee, the most moribund committee
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ever devised by man. Before leaving for New York, I was told that the Buenos
Aires newspapers had been headlining a report that a British nuclear submarine
had been detected operating off the cost of Argentina. I knew that to be wrong.
The nearest was en route from Gibraltar, and it would be at least a week before
it got on station. However, it was good news because, after all, if they think it"s
there, it is as good as having it there, because they are going to be very careful.
Back in the United Nations, we dragged ourselves through this awful meeting.
I then, afterwards, stopped to speak to my French colleague near the conference
room door. The Soviet representative that day happened to be an admiral. He
brushed my shoulder on his way out. He did not stop; he did not look at me. But
as he went by, floating over his shoulder came: “Are our submarines being of
any help?”

Soviet admirals were not the only ones whose behavior was perplexing.
One particular thorn in our side was, for most of that war, Admiral Stansfield
Turner, U.S. Navy, retired, ex-Central Intelligence Agency, whose daily
briefing on morning television we watched with bated breathe. The problem
was that he was much too good. His predictions about what the Brits were going
to do next were really very close to the truth, and it was possible to imagine the
Argentines sitting around taking notes. We never managed to think of a way to
restrain the phenomenon of the retired military analyst, but it is something that
allies need to be aware of.

In the real war, one problem proved to be that of providing air crews with
reasonable living conditions. It soon became obvious that the combinations of
a vast increase in flying hours and rough living conditions on Ascension—there
were tents on lava with generators lying next to them operating all the
time—were exacerbating air crew fatigue and increasing the risk of accidents.
I was asked to find some mobile, air-conditioned, soundproof accommodations
complete with ablutions and kitchens, if possible. And, as it happened, the
United States Air Force had just exercised their collapsible concertina city units
in the Middle East and were very pleased with them. I knew that the kits were
still on an Air Force base in New Mexico and they had been designed to fit into
“X” number of C-141s. I went to the Pentagon and wound up talking to Colonel
Michael Ryan, who now is a lieutenant general. Discussion with him revealed
that the concertina city was designed for people who thought big, like the
USAF. It came in five-hundred-man modules. “Would that do?” I pleaded econ-
omy of scale, and asked if I could I have a third of a module. “Well, the problem
is, of course, that the second C-141 might have the five hundred-man kitchen
init.” And I said, “Well, forget all that. Just let us have a third of a module. I" 1l
take whatever is in it.” Mike got on the phone, and a couple of telephone calls
later, he put his hand over the mouthpiece and said: “You do want this stuff
don’t you, because when I put this phone down, it’s moving.”

I excused myself, roared back to the British Embassy, got on the phone to
London, and said the same thing. The chap in the operations room at the time
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was a rear admiral who had a terrible reputation for eccentricity. He said,
“Good! Don "t bother about the kitchens; we don’t need any kitchens.” I said,
“Look, forget it, it is already rolling down the runway and on its way.” He
responded, “I don’t want the kitchens.” I put the phone down. I subsequently
found out that the kitchen was, indeed, on the second C-141. The chaps in
Ascension were very glad to see it; in fact, they were very glad to see the whole
thing. It was a boon and a blessing.

My largest acquisition came once it was certain that our efforts on the
Falklands would actually be crowned by success. It became apparent that we
were going to need to improve the Port Stanley airfield substantially once it was
captured. So I went to see the J-3, Operations, people in the Pentagon, General
Philip Gast and Rear Admiral Bob Hilton. They were used to my forays by this
time, but even they blanched a bit when I said I wanted to buy an airfield. I went
into some detail about seven thousand feet of runway, a parallel taxiway, a
parking apron, arrestor gear, and so on. For the first and only time in the war,
they hesitated. They apologized for not having an immediate answer, and [ was
asked to come back the next day. They explained that the AM-2 steel matting
they had available was allocated as war stocks, and it was owned by the U.S.
Marines, and they thought that they might be difficult. Well, when I got back
the next morning, Bob Hilton was all smiles. We could have the matting from
the Marine stocks and they were prepared to deliver it to Baltimore for shipping.
It subsequently became the new Port Stanley airfield and was used as a base for
Phantoms, Harriers, and C-130s.

It may seem from all this that the word “cooperation” does not accurately
describe what was happening; one-way traffic appears to be rather more
accurate. After all, the United States provided invaluable help to the United
Kingdom, but, in doing so, attracted much abuse from Latin America at a time
when great efforts had been made to further U.S. interests in that part of the
world. So what did the United States gain by backing Britain? Well, for one
thing, I suppose, you could say the satisfaction of having backed the winner
and, once the dust had settled, certainly the realization that the power of the
Argentine military Junta was gone and democracy had been given a chance to
take root. But there were other things, too. There were many lessons learned
from that war, both on the political and military fronts. There was a great deal
of mutual debriefing after it was all over to make sure that the benefits were
shared.

From a personal point-of-view, I really cannot tell you how fortunate I was
to be in Washington in 1982. Right from the outset I was given nothing but
encouragement and help from the Pentagon. Whenever I appeared in front of
somebody with a problem—and nearly all of them were pretty demanding—I
was welcomed as a friend. And almost invariably, my request was dealt with,
in front of me, and on the telephone. The only obvious exception was the AM—2
matting. I was never asked to sign for anything, nor was I ever asked to put
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anything in writing. They listened to my story, they took my word for it, and
they acted immediately! Bureaucrats with objections, or paperwork, or
whatever, were brushed aside until the followup much later. Much later! It was
all very heartwarming, and a hell of a good time to be an ally of the United
States.
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Introduction

General Robert T. Marsh

I am very pleased to be here with so many distinguished airmen and air
power historians and to have the opportunity to rejoin many of my old friends.
I have no idea why Bryce Poe asked me to participate this afternoon. I am not
a fighter pilot; I am not-a bomber pilot; I am not a transport pilot. In fact,  am
not a pilot. Also, we are going to talk about the immediate post-war period
through the 1950s and slightly into the 1960s, and I think it is perfectly obvious
that I cannot give you any mature insights into the happenings of those days.
However, I might try to recall for you a few personal impressions of these
events you are about to hear. These will be the impressions from someone who
was a relatively junior officer at the time.

First, we are going to review the aircraft procurement program of the Royal
Air Force during the 1950s and early 1960s, along with the American
involvement with that program. During this period, I worked on our missile and
space programs almost exclusively and did not track closely the many ongoing
aircraft programs. As an outsider, it appeared to me a fairly orderly effort to
move ahead on the part.of the Royal Air Force with their advanced fighters; and
I thought the V-bomber program seemed well managed and under control, as
well. T also was very much impressed with British progress in developing
vertical and short takeoff and landing capabilities. Was the process as logical
and tidy as it appeared? Wait until you hear what it was really like from Robert
Jackson, a prolific and first-rate aviation author and defense correspondent for
the North of England Newspaper Group.

I happened to be stationed at South Ruislip in England with the 7th Air
Division from 1952 through 1954, and it was during that time that the United
States provided B—29s to the United Kingdom. Of course, the U.S. Air Force
was totally preoccupied with its bomb wings rotating into the various bases in
England and worrying about its ability to carry out our war plans. But, even as
a young staff officer at that time, I wondered about the role of the Royal Air
Force B-29s. Many of us speculated as to what their real mission was and,
especially, whether or not they were atomic weapon capable. We have today Dr.
William Suit, a historian from the Air Force Materiel Command History Office,
who is going to address those questions for us.
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And finally to Skybolt. I had hoped that General Schriever would be here
this afternoon so we could watch his reaction as this story unfolds. I happened
to be have been stationed at the Ballistic Missile Division, one of General
Schriever’s organizations in the early 1960s, and, by coincidence, I car-pooled
with the deputy program manager of Skybolt, a very good friend of mine. We
had about an hour and a half trip to Los Angeles International Airport where the
organization was located—an hour and a half up in the morning and an hour and
a half back at night—so I learned as lot more about Skybolt than I ever wanted
to know. I had great respect for this man and his judgement. He surely
impressed me that the program was making very good progress against its
objectives, and he was absolutely dumbfounded when it was cancelled because
of so-called “technical uncertainties.” I will also never forget his comments
several days later during one of our trips after Skybolt had its 100 percent flight
success, an event that took place about two weeks after the cancellation was
announced! But that is only half of the story. We are fortunate to have Dr.
Ronald Landa from the Office of the Secretary of Defense Historical Office to
tell us the whole story.

*

From June 1954 through April 1959, then Major General Bernard A. Schriever
headed a small group of officers who developed such key aerospace systems as the
Thor, Atlas, Titan, and Minuteman missiles and several Air Force launch systems
including the man-in-space program. While Commander of Air Force Systems
Command, General Schriever vehemently opposed cancellation of Skybolt by Secretary
of Defense Robert McNamara and personally authorized the successful test of the
missile after its cancellation, thus embarrassing the Department of Defense. See his
comments in Jacob Neufeld, ed., Research and Development in the United States Air
Force (Washington, D.C.: Center for Air Force History, 1993), pp. 77-78. General
Schriever attended the morning session of the symposium, but was unable to return in
the afternoon.
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RAF Aircraft Procurement,

1955-1965:
The American Involvement

Robert Jackson

Ladies and Gentlemen, I should like to speak for a while about some
aircraft which the Royal Air Force wanted, but did not get; about other aircraft
which the Royal Air Force did not want, but got anyway; and about the odd
aircraft which the Royal Air Force wanted, needed, and eventually acquired.

Setting aside earlier RAF acquisitions which came about with the assistance
of the U.S. government—the loan of B-29s to Bomber Command, for example,
and the supply of Canadair-built F-86 Sabres to equip the squadrons of the
Second Tactical Air Force in Germany—the threshold of American involvement
in British military research and development was crossed in 1954, with the
establishment of the Mutual Weapons Development Team (MWDT) in Paris.

This organization, headed by Colonel Willis “Bill” Chapman, USAF, was
set up to examine and encourage promising European military projects which
might otherwise have withered and died through lack of funds. In the mid-
1950s, the MWDT was concerned with the development of a lightweight strike
fighter for the North Atlantic Treaty Organization—an aircraft that eventually
emerged as the Fiat G.91—and was collaborating closely with the Bristol
Engine Company on development of the Orpheus, the turbojet that was selected
to power the lightweight fighter. This early Anglo-American collusion laid a
firm foundation for future cooperation which, as we shall see later, was to prove
of great importance to both nations.

For the British military aircraft industry, the years 1955 and 1956 marked
a time of excitement. The industry had at last thrown off the shackles of
wartime policy, which had dictated the development of existing designs rather
than the initiation of new ones, and a new range of advanced combat aircraft
were coming to fruition. The Vickers Valiant, the first of the so-called V-
bombers that would form Britain " s strategic nuclear deterrent force, was already
in service, and the other two—the Avro Vulcan and Handley Page
Victor—would reach the squadrons of RAF Bomber Command by the end of
the decade. Already, designs of supersonic successors to these aircraft were on
the drawing boards.
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Prototypes of a Mach 2 fighter, the English Electric P.1—which was
developed into the Lightning interceptor—were flying, and the prototypes of
even more advanced fighter and ground attack aircraft were under construction.
If all went well, within a few years these aircraft would provide the RAF with
a strike and air defence force second to none.

But all did not go well. In April 1957, the Defence White Paper, with its
emphasis on missiles in preference to manned combat aircraft, announced the
demise of most of these promising projects; the Blue Streak intermediate-range
ballistic missile would assure strategic deterrence, and long-range surface-to-air
weapons, such as the Bloodhound, would assure the integrity of U.K. airspace.
The English Electric Lightning, then at an advanced stage of development, was
seen as the last manned fighter that would enter RAF service.

One part of the RAF that could not be replaced by missiles was the
Transport Force, the structure of which revolved around the needs of the army,
in particular the rapid reinforcement of overseas garrisons following the planned
reduction in manpower when National Service ended. The Suez Emergency of
1956 had shown Transport Command s resources to be woefully inadequate,
and in 1957, the War Office presented Duncan Sandys, the Secretary of State
for Defence, with demands for a new long-range freighter, for tactical transport
and for short-range transport, the latter requirement to include helicopters. At
this time, the workhorse of Transport Command was the Handley Page
Hastings, with three squadrons of Blackburn Beverley aircraft providing a
heavy transport force and the Vickers Valetta used for short- and medium-haul
work. Far East reinforcement was the task of one jet-equipped squadron, No.
216, with Comet C.2s. Two more squadrons earmarked mainly for Far East
reinforcement were due to reequip with twenty Bristol Britannia turboprop-
powered transports, but industrial and technical difficulties, coupled with alack
of orders for the civil version, meant that production was very slow. The first
Britannia squadron, in fact, did not begin to equip until the summer of 1959.

The most pressing demand was for a new strategic freighter, capable of
carrying up to thirteen tons over a range of three thousand miles. This require-
ment coincided with studies for a Beverley replacement, and one of the types
under consideration was the American Lockheed C-130 Hercules. At first, the
C-130 was considered by the Air Staff to be too small to meet the strategic
requirement and too large for a tactical transport, but the army needed a new
aircraft quickly—by 1963 at the latest—which left little time to adapt or
develop a British type. A Hercules purchase was the obvious solution to the
problem, with the C-133 as a possible alternative. The problem was that these
aircraft, being American, did not fit in with the British Government policy of
the day, which insisted on buying British equipment. So in 1958, various British
alternatives were considered; although, it should be mentioned that the C~130
idea was by no means dead and buried. In 1961, a version powered by Rolls-
Royce Tyne engines and designated BAC 222 was proposed jointly by
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Lockheed and the British Aircraft Corporation to meet Operational Requirement
351, which was written around a medium-range, short takeoff and landing
freighter with a thirty-five thousand-pound payload.

In the event, the strategic freighter requirement, Operational Requirement
323, was decided purely on political and industrial grounds in 1959. Short
Brothers of Belfast, Ireland, had been building Britannia components under
contract, but production was almost at an end. To haul itself into the future,
Short had only one lifeline, the Britannic, a large turboprop-powered freighter
which had been under development for some time. If production of the
Britannic did not go ahead, a large part of Short " s work force would have to be
laid off, and in view of the fact that the company was largely Government-
owned and subsidized, this could not be allowed to happen. So the Britannic
was ordered into production to meet Operational Requirement 323 for the
strategic freighter; it would be known as the Belfast C.1 in RAF service.

The Belfast was not the aircraft the Air Staff wanted. For one thing, it was
the only RAF aircraft to use the Rolls-Royce Tyne engine, which made little
sense in logistic and engineering terms; for another, it would not be in service
before 1966, three years after the required date. The Vice Chief of the Air Staff
of the day remarked that the aircraft would be obsolete by the time it entered
service, and he was right. Proving flights to the Far East showed that, since the
aircraft had insufficient performance to clear some of the mountains it
encountered on the direct routes, it had to follow roundabout routes, and it took
a long time to get there, which defeated the object. The proving flight to Gan,
in the Indian Ocean, provoked a caustic signal from the aircraft captain to
Headquarters Transport Command; he stated that all was well, and there was no
sign of scurvy in the crew! '

When the Belfast was ordered, it was envisaged that one of its primary
functions would be to transport the Blue Streak long-range ballistic missile, and
when that weapon was cancelled early in the 1960s, much of the Belfast’s
raison d’ etre disappeared. There was even less use for it after the late 1960s,
following Britain’ s withdrawal from areas east of Suez. The Belfast ultimately
equipped only one squadron, and was eventually withdrawn in 1976.

With Operational Requirement 323 met, albeit unsatisfactorily, there
remained the question of Operational Requirement 351, the Hastings and
Beverley replacement. In 1961, a principal contender for this requirement was
the Hawker Siddeley 681, an advanced tactical transport featuring a high wing
with moderate sweepback and a high tail surmounting an upswept fuselage
equipped with generous loading doors and a loading ramp. It was to be powered
either by four Bristol Siddeley Pegasus engines with vectored thirust nozzles—a
somewhat ambitious scheme, seen in the light of later developments—or four
Rolls-Royce Medway engines fitted with thrust deflectors.

The Hawker Siddeley 681 project drifted on for a long time with no firm
decision made on its future, and gradually the projected first flight target of
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August 1967 and in-service date of 1968 receded. One stumbling block was
range, and at one point consideration was given to the Lockheed C-141 as an
alternative, but this ran into the brick wall of emphasis on all-British designs.
In the end, the aircraft, still at mock-up stage, fell victim in February 1965 to the
axe wielded by the newly elected Labour Government. With that government’s
intention to withdraw from commitments east of Suez as soon as possible and
concentrate the RAF’s main resources within the framework of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization, range was no longer a key issue. With the demise
of the 681 project, the RAF s tactical transport requirement was met by the
C-130 Hercules, nearly ten years after this aircraft had first been considered.
Sixty-six were ordered, the first entering service in July 1967, and a happy
choice it proved to be. As one newly converted RAF Hercules pilot put it,
“Route flying Hercs after the more staid aircraft is rather like the transition from
sail to steam must have been.”

In the helicopter field, there had long been a strong American bias, for the
RAF had been operating the Westland Whirlwind, the license-built version of
the Sikorsky S-55, since the mid-1950s. It is of interest to note that the RAF
and Royal Navy were both using helicopters in the tactical transport role in-
Malaya before the U.S. Army adopted a similar procedure in Korea. By the end
of the decade, operations in Malaya and elsewhere had revealed an urgent need
for a twin-rotor tactical transport helicopter with a high payload capacity. The
army favoured the Boeing-Vertol Chinook; instead, again mainly for political
reasons, the choice fell on the Westland Belvedere, a military version of the
Bristol Type 173. The Belvedere was a disaster. Its cramped cabin made it
completely unsuitable as a troop transport, it had an airframe life of only sixteen
hundred hours, and it never met its operational requirements. Fortunately, its in-
service career, which began in 1961, was short-lived; from 1964 on, it was
replaced by the Westland Wessex, a license-built version of the Sikorsky S-58
with British turboshaft engines. As a matter of record, the RAF s medium-lift
helicopter force did eventually equip with the CH-47 Chinook, but not until
1981. The subsequent performance of that type, particularly during the
Falklands Campaign—where the sole Chinook operating with the Task Force
performed Herculean tasks—surely indicated that the type would have been the
correct choice twenty years earlier.

Having examined the tribulations of the RAF s transport force in the early
1960s, let us go back a few years and look at the beginnings of mutual Anglo-
American interests in combat aircraft.

During the early 1950s, a French engineer named Michel Wibault—whose
company had built a range of commercial aircraft in the 1930s—had been
working on the concept of vertical takeoff and its associated problems and had
come up with a possible solution. His idea envisaged a turbojet engine using
vectored thrust, with rotating nozzles that directed exhaust gases either
vertically downwards or horizontally aft. Having failed to arouse French interest
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in the concept, and seeking funds to develop his theme, in 1956 he approached
Colonel Bill Chapman at the Paris office of the Mutual Weapons Development
Team. At this time, the MWDT was already working with Bristol Siddeley on
the Orpheus engine to power NATO’s lightweight fighter, so Chapman
approached Dr. Stanley Hooker, Bristol” s Technical Director, and sought his
views on the Wibault project. Initially, Hooker was intersted, but—mindful of
the MWDT s support for the Orpheus programme—he asked one of his project
engineers, Gordon Lewis, to investigate the possibilities. After preliminary
studies, Wibault and Lewis applied for a joint patent covering the design of a
vectored-thrust engine known as the BE.52 in January 1957; this was further
developed into the BE.53 Pegasus 1, which was based on the Orpheus.

In the summer of 1957, details of the proposed engine were passed to Sir
Sydney Camm, Hawker Aircraft’s Chief Designer, who authorized Ralph
Hooper, one of his senior project designers, to examine the project. Hooper,
impressed by the apparent simplicity of the idea, went to work on the
design—at this stage little more than a thumbnail sketch—of an aircraft to fit
around the engine, and in June 1957 it was allotted the project number P.1127.
The first P.1127 brochure, depicting a single-seat ground attack/reconnaissance
aircraft, was shown to Colonel Chapman of MWDT when he visited the Farn-
borough Air Show in September 1957. His reaction was generally favourable,
although he pointed out that, to meet NATO requirements, the aircraft’s
estimated combat radius would have to be doubled.

It was not only Chapman’s reaction that was encouraging. At that year’s -
annual Anglo-American Aeronautical Conference, a paper presented by Mr. M.
Q. McKinney described the work already done in America on vertical and short

take-off aircraft, from which it emerged how U.S. interest in the field was
~ expanding. The 1958 Conference, which was to be held in the United States in
July, was to be attended by Mr. E. T. Jones, the Deputy Controller (Overseas
Affairs) at the Ministry of Supply, and the Hawker management went to great
lengths to brief him on the P.1127"s potential beforehand.

In the meantime, a redesigned P.1127, more compatible with NATO
requirements, had been presented to the MWDT, and it met with an enthusiastic
reception. In June 1958 the MWDT agreed to pay 75 percent of the develop-
ment costs of the Pegasus engine, and in September, aviation pioneer, Major
Alexander de Seversky, adviser to the USAF Chief of Staff, underpinned the
undisguised American enthusiasm for the project by recommending bypassing
a Fiat G.91 replacement with an aircraft possibly based on the P.1127.

The enthusiasm, unfortunately, was not reflected at this stage in the attitude
of the U.K. government. Available research funds were being eaten up by other
projects, and none were available for allocation to the P.1127 airframe
development programme. As a result, Hawker Aircraft had to proceed with
P.1127 development purely on the basis of a private venture while the Air Staff
set about drafting an operational requirement to cover the concept. This
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emerged in April 1959 as Operational Requirement 345, and Specification
ER.204D was issued to cover the P.1127, but it was not until October 1959 that
Hawker received a preliminary contract and a niggardly £75 thousand to enable
further design work to be carried out, and not until June 1960 did the Company
receive a contract for the building of two prototypes.

The prototype P.1127 made its first tethered hovering flight in October
1960, and began conventional flight trials the following May. Shortly after-
wards, a government contract was placed for a further four aircraft, later
absorbed by a tripartite agreement between the Federal Republic of Germany,
the United States, and the United Kingdom. Under this agreement, the three
nations purchased nine more aircraft for a joint vertical/short take off and
landing (V/STOL) evaluation programme, which was undertaken at RAF West
Raynham from May to November 1965. The P.1127 was now known as the
Kestrel FGA.1.

Meanwhile, a rather unfortunate red herring had floundered across the path
of V/STOL development in the United Kingdom. In 1960, Hawker, seeing little
prospect at that time for a P.1127 production order, turned its attention to
proposals for a more advanced V/STOL aircraft that would more adequately suit
the NATO requirement, then emerging in draft form. The new Hawker design,
the P.1150, was to be powered by an advanced version of the Pegasus vectored-
thrust engine using a new type of exhaust boost known as plenum chamber
burning (PCB), which involved the burning of fuel in oxygen-rich air and at
higher pressures than in most reheat systems. However, when NATO Basic
Military Requirement (NBMR) No. 3 was issued in 1961, it called for a larger
and more powerful V/STOL design capable of supersonic speed at altitude, so
the P.1150 was replaced by a new design, the P.1154. It was to be powered by
a new engine, the Bristol Siddeley BS.100, again using PCB.

Problems began to emerge at an early stage, and they had nothing to do
with the design of the aircraft. First of all, mainly because of France’s
reluctance to participate in a joint venture to bring NBMR No. 3 to fruition,
NATO withdrew the entire requirement. In mid-1962 the Air Staff and the
Admiralty attempted to draft a joint requirement for a combat aircraft based on
the P.1154, but this was doomed from the outset. The RAF wanted a single-seat
low-level strike aircraft with a secondary intercept capability, while the Royal
Navy needed a two-seat all-weather interceptor for aircraft carrier operations
with low-level strike as a secondary requirement. The two were directly
opposed to one another, and late in 1963 the Royal Navy opted out of the
P.1154 programme and ordered the McDonnell F—4 Phantom instead. The RAF
pursued the P.1154 project alone, until it was cancelled by the Labour
Government in January 1965. .

It was a Conservative Government, though, which in February 1964
announced the intention to buy the F—4; 130 Phantoms were to be acquired to
replace the Sea Vixen as the standard fleet defence aircraft, but this order was
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later reduced to 52. In Royal Navy service the aircraft was to be designated
F—4K Phantom FG.1.

In February 1962, McDonnell had proposed to the U.S. forces a Phantom
powered by Rolls-Royce Spey turbofan engines, and in November 1965, to
appease the British aircraft industry, the then Minister of Aviation, Roy Jenkins,
announced that the Spey was to power the British Phantoms. Before that, in
May 1965, the Phantom had also been ordered for the Royal Air Force; at this
stage it was anticipated that the total British procurement would be some 290
aircraft. The RAF Phantom, designated F—4M, was to replace the Canberra and
the Hunter in the reconnaissance and strike roles.

The decision to acquire the Phantom for the RAF came as a direct result of
an unfortunate episode in the story of British military aviation, and one which
caused a good deal of bitterness in both the industry and the RAF. I have
already mentioned that the P.1127 V/STOL project had to proceed as a private
venture because government funds were channelled into other projécts. One of
these was Operational Requirement 339, calling for an advanced tactical strike
and reconnaissance aircraft to replace the Canberra. Various designs were
tendered, and that submitted by the Vickers/English Electric consortium, soon
to become the British Aircraft Corporation, was accepted in January 1959. The
name of the new aircraft was TSR-2.

The development of TSR-2 was somewhat protracted and its research and
development costs escalated, partly because of some early technical
problems—mainly associated with the Olympus engine chosen for it—but
largely because every phase of its development was under the control of a
separate government committee. As we all know, if you ask a committee to
design a horse, the end product will probably be a camel. '

The TSR-2, however, was no camel. By February 1965 two prototypes
were flying and work .was progressing on a third, together with twenty
production aircraft, five of which were partly complete. Flight testing had
already indicated that when TSR-2 entered service, the RAF would have the
most advanced and capable aircraft of its kind in the world.

It was not to be. Early in 1965, as we have seen, a newly installed Labour
Government cancelled two key projects, the Hawker Siddeley 681 tactical
transport and the P.1154 supersonic V/STOL aircraft. TSR-2 was kept going
for a while so that comparisons might be made between it and the General
Dynamics F~111. At that time, Prime Minister Harold Wilson, acting on faulty
advice from people who had launched what amounted to a smear campaign
against TSR-2, believed that some £300 million might be saved by buying the
American aircraft. His Cabinet thought so too, and the final nail in TSR-2"s
coffin was hammered home on April 6, 1965, when Chancellor of the
Exchequer James Callaghan, in his Budget speech, announced that the project
was to be cancelled forthwith. The assassination was to be complete; no trace
of the project was to survive.
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On February 1, 1966, Defence Minister Denis Healey announced that the
U.K. government was to buy fifty General Dynamics F-111s to carry out the
task for which TSR—2 had been intended. The 1966 Defence White Paper,
issued later that month, stated that the F-111 would bridge the gap until the
advent of an Anglo-French variable-geometry aircraft, then under joint study.

In 1967, however, these aspirations suffered two blows in swift succession.
First, the French government announced that it was pulling out of the variable-
geometry project on the grounds of cost; second, the British government
realized that the planned purchase of fifty F-111s could not possibly be sup-
ported because of escalating costs. In January 1968, by which time the first
nineteen F-111K aircraft for Britain were taking shape on the General Dynam-
ics assembly line, the British order was cancelled. The excuse given was that,
with the progressive withdrawal of British forces from the Far East and the
Arabian Gulf by 1971, there would no longer be a need for a long-range tactical
strike and reconnaissance aircraft.

The cost to the United Kingdom of the cancellation was £50 million, but,
Prime Minister Harold Wilson explained, by not buying the F-111 the country
was actually saving an estimated £400 million. As aviation writer Bill Gunston
pointed out in his book on the F~111, it was a pity that Britain could not go on
forever ordering aircraft and then cancelling them. By saving £300 million in
cancelling TSR-2 and then saving another £400 million in cancelling the
F-111, the nation seemed to be on to a good thing.

As things turned out, the only benéficiary in this sorry affair was the SAC,
which received forty-eight aircraft of the British order completed to FB-111A
standards. The episode did, however, help to push Britain along the road of
European collaboration which led eventually to the Tornado.

It will be obvious by now that the RAF s acquisition of American aircraft
in the 1960s came about as a result of accident rather than design, and of the
machinations of governments whose policies were poles apart. On the one hand
there was a government determined to cling to the vestiges of the Empire in an
attempt to maintain Britain’ s previous standing in the world; on the other, there
was a government determined to dismantle what remained of the Empire as fast
as possible, a task it accomplished with great efficiency. The overall effect was
to create chaotic conditions for both the British aviation industry and the RAF.
The RAF, luckily, recovered; the industry never did.

But the picture was not entirely one of gloom. There was, so to speak, a
jewel in the crown, an aircraft, which in the opinion of many, represented the
finest fruit of Anglo-American cooperation. It traced its ancestry back to the
Sopwith Camel of 1916, and when Sir Tom Sopwith—who literally lived
through a century of aviation—first saw this aircraft demonstrated, he remarked,
“Now I’ ve seen everything.” It was, of course, the Harrier, born of the P.1127
and Kestrel programmes of the early 1960s and still the subject of ongoing
development by McDonnell Douglas and British Aerospace.
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In April 1982, the armed forces of Argentina invaded the Falkland Islands.
To use an expression popular at the time, “the Empire struck back,” after
George Lucas’s film, and in a matter of weeks, the Falklands had been restored
to the Crown. Without the Harrier and its naval version, the Sea Harrier, that
mission would have been impossible to fulfill. And without the funding, the
encouragement and the enthusiasm generated in the early years by far-sighted
people in the United States of America, it is probable that the Harrier would
never have seen the light of day.
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The Transfer of B-29s to the Royal Air Force .
Under the Military Defense Assistance Program

William W. Suit

Immediately following World War II, both the United Kingdom and the
United States anticipated a well-deserved respite from global confrontation and
war, Accordingly, the two nations drastically cut back their expansive wartime
military establishments and reduced new military hardware procurement.
Washington and London both viewed their existing arsenals as adequate for
defensive needs, requiring only minimal upgrading in the immediate future.
With their common foes vanquished, each nation could safely modernize its
forces at a measured pace. However, between 1945 and 1949, an increasingly
hostile Soviet Union acquired jet aircraft, long-range bombers, and atomic
weapons, thus forcing the U.K. to accelerate its military reequipment plans.
Without comparable aircraft and weapons with which to strike back at the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics in kind, the RAF Bomber Command was
temporarily rendered only marginally useful as a strategic air arm. The U.K. had
to look to its own resources to develop atomic weapons, but Bomber Command
acquired eighty-seven American Boeing B—29 Superfortresses for use as interim
long-range bombers until the command received the British-produced jet
bombers that would form the core of the jet-age RAF strategic striking force.
Though only a minor early episode in a long series of post-World War II Anglo-
American collaborative efforts, the transfer of the B~29s serves as an excellent
example of how the two countries aided one another as they adjusted to their
new world roles.'

In August 1945, three major powers stood intact amid the ruin: the Soviet
Union, the U.K., and the U.S. Continental Europe was ravaged, Japan had been
absolutely defeated, and China seethed with civil war. The war had wrought
many changes made apparent only with time. The United States emerged
considerably more powerful militarily and economically vis-a-vis the U.K. or
the U.S.S.R. than was recognized at the time. Brutally savaged by Nazi
Germany, the Soviet Union suffered far worse than its leaders dared to admit.
Nevertheless, the Soviets pressed on with expensive military modernization. At

" This paper was published subsequently as “Anglo-American Amity: Transferring
B-29s to the Royal Air Force,” in Air Power History (Winter, 1994), pp. 30-39.
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the same time, the U.K., the world ' s second economic power, enjoyed no stay
- from adversity. As the leader of a fading empire teeming with unrest and nearly
bankrupted by two world wars, the U.K. faced imminent decline in wealth,
military power, and worldwide political influence. Adapting to the changed
world, Britain simultaneously rebuilt its economy and transformed itself from
leader of an empire to first among equals in the British Commonwealth of
Nations.? '

The combination of fiscal austerity and the emergence of the Soviet Union
as a military threat placed RAF Bomber Command in a bind. In 1946, confident
that World War II had exhausted the world s capacity for major armed conflict
into the immediate future, the Labour government adopted the Ten-Year Rule,
as had been done following World War I, which stated that the government
assumed no major war would occur in the next decade. Atomic energy research
continued unabated, but under the umbrella of the Ten-Year Rule, the Ministry
of Defence slowed military equipment research and acquisition. The decline in
defense expenditure produced a greater impact on the RAF, and Bomber
Command in particular, than on the Royal Navy or the British Army because
rapid advances in aeronautical technology rendered the aircraft on hand obsolete
far more quickly than ships or tanks. For the same reason, procurement costs of
aircraft accelerated far more rapidly than those of ground or sea armaments. The
Exchequer did provide enough money to begin reequipping Fighter Command
with jet-powered Meteors and Vampires, but Bomber Command, as the logical
choice to perform Britain’s future atomic warfare role, faced a more lengthy
reequipment process.’

The propeller-driven Avro Lincoln served as the standard post-war RAF
bomber until replaced by Washingtons and Canberras in the early 1950s.
Basically an improved model of the World War II workhorse Lancaster, the
Lincoln fared poorly when compared to contemporary American bombers and
was certainly inadequate for use against the Soviet Union. Lacking a
pressurized cabin, the Lincoln could attain a top speed of 290 mph, a service
ceiling of 22,000 feet, and a range of 2,250 miles with a fourteen thousand-
pound bomb load. By comparison, the U.S. Air Force B-29B, with a
pressurized cabin, could reach a top speed of 354 mph, a service ceiling of
35,900 ft, and a range of 3,960 miles carrying a ten thousand-pound bomb load.
The Boeing bomber could carry up to twenty thousand pounds of bombs on
shorter missions.*

As the world leaders in jet engine research and production, the British
recognized that the Lincoln’s replacement would have to be a jet aircraft, and
thus made no effort to develop an advanced propeller-driven bomber similar to
the USAF s B-36 or B-50. In 1945, as a first step toward creating a jet bomber
force, the British Air Staff issued specification B.3/45 for a light twin-jet
bomber to replace the DeHavilland Mosquito. From this program emerged the
very successful English Electric Canberra light bomber, which entered service
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in 1952. In 1946, the Air Staff issued specification B.35/46 for a high-
performance, special-weapons-capable four-engine jet bomber to serve as a
follow-on for the Lincoln. This specification led to the creation of the V-
Bomber program which ultimately produced the swept-wing Vickers-Armstrong
Valiant, the crescent-wing Handley Page Victor, and the delta-wing Avro
Vulcan. The Defence Ministry did not expect these bombers to begin entering
service until 1955. Attempting to fill the gap between the time the Lincolns
became hopelessly obsolete and the new V-Bombers entered service, the Air
Staff issued specification B.14/46 for a less sophisticated interim bomber, the
ill-fated Short S.A.4 Sperrin, which was expected to enter production in the late
1940s or the very early 1950s.’

The RAF quickly realized that the Short S.A.4 would be rendered obsolete
soon after it entered service. The Air Staff therefore decided to lessen the
performance requirements for one of the V-Bombers, and issued specification
B.9/48 in 1948 for the Vickers-Armstrong Valiant, an aircraft more advanced
than the Sperrin but not as sophisticated as the Victor or Vulcan. Thus, in 1948
the financially strained U.K. found its Ministry of Defence and aircraft industry
committed to the development of five jet bombers. Mindful of its experience
with the Stirling, Halifax, and Manchester bomber development prior to World
War II, the RAF balked at channeling all effort into one four-engine bomber
design for fear it might make the wrong choice. Fortunately, the establishment
of the Mutual Defense Assistance Program by the U.S. Congress in 1949
provided the RAF the opportunity to bypass production of the expensive Sperrin
and acquire admittedly less capable, but “free,” B-29s for use as an interim -
bomber.®

- The possibility of the United States providing large-scale military
assistance to the Western Union was first broached during the Anglo-American-
Canadian security talks held during the spring of 1948. As preparations
progressed for the establishment of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization,
plans for the creation of a comprehensive military aid program developed as
well. All parties agreed that for the aid program to be more palatable to the
American public and less provocative to the Soviet Union (primarily a French
concern), the recipient countries should formally request assistance from the
U.S., rather than have the Americans independently offer military aid. In this
way, the U.S. would be portrayed internationally and domestically as coming
to the assistance of friends, rather than unilaterally embarking on a program of
military expansion. In March 1949, after the Truman administration received
indications of bipartisan support in Congress, U.S. Ambassador to the U.K.
Lewis Douglas initiated informal discussions on the implementation of the
proposed program. The Mutual Defense Assistance Program, commonly
referred to as the Military Assistance Program, as envisioned by the Americans,
would meet the overall needs of the Western Union and those of other key
allies. Accordingly, the U.S. State Department encouraged the Western Union
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countries to draw up a list of military hardware needed by the various member
countries within the context of the Union’s requirements and the individual
members’ capacity for military production. On March 16, 1949, a Western
Union consultative committee presented a preliminary request for aid to the
U.S. State Department. In early April, the NATO charter member states signed
the North Atlantic Treaty, and the Truman Administration announced the
Western Union request for assistance. However, the fate of the Military Assis-
tance Program rested with Congress. Acting as a conduit, Ambassador Douglas
informed Secretary of State Dean Acheson of British concern over impending
congressional action on the program. Douglas wrote that the British were not
concerned about the amount of dollars eventually appropriated “if the dollars
bear no direct relation to [the] real value of the equipment.”’

The previous month in the House of Commons, Secretary of State for Air
Arthur Henderson had hinted what “real value” meant in British terms. While
explaining the RAF reequipment program, Henderson outlined the financial,
time, and technical constraints imposed on bomber development. He noted that
production quantities of the twin-jet bomber (Canberra) had been ordered and
that work progressed on the advanced bomber program. Notably, he did not
mention the interim bomber. Apparently, satisfactory progress on the Canberra
and Valiant, coupled with the prospect of acquiring B—29s from the U.S.,
mitigated the need to produce the Sperrin. The S.A.4 program continued as a
research project and Short eventually built two test aircraft, but B-29s and
Canberras filled the interim bomber role.®

Congress began hearings on the Military Assistance Program in the summer
of 1949. Throughout these and subsequent hearings key, committee members
expressed serious misgivings about providing military aid to the U.K. Surpris-
ingly, the British requested what appeared to be a modest amount of equipment:
seventy B-29s, which as surplus stock were valued at $7.5 million. This sum
represented less than that of any other country’s request except for
Luxembourg.’ Given the extent of sniping at the U.K. in Congress, it appeared
that the British request might be held up. During an early August hearing,
Congresswoman Helen Gahagan Douglas (D-California) expressed concern
about Argentina purchasing British Land Rovers instead of American Jeeps and
Congressman John Vorys (R-Ohio) questioned the licensed production of
British-designed jet fighters in French factories. Vorys complained, “We cannot
be pouring arnis into Europe and having any of them selling any of that stuff to
create dollars or anything else. . . . we had an awful lot of talk about the jet
planes that Britain sold to the Russians.”'’ The following week, Senator Brien
McMahon (D-Connecticut) suggested that the U.S. should use the Military
Assistance Program as a means of encouraging the North Atlantic Treaty
signatories to persuade the U.K. to give up its atomic energy program.'' Senator
Arthur Vandenberg (R-Michigan) sounded a similar note the next day when he
stated that because the U.K. had requested military aid, it was “inconsistent for
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the British to spend two, three, or four hundred million dollars on atomic
energy.”"?

Congressional exasperation with the U.K. soon tempered as a string of
events drove home the realization that the world was an.unpredictably
dangerous place and the U.S. should help its key, but troubled, ally. In rapid
succession between August and October 1949, the U.K., with the largest and
most stable economy in Europe, devalued the pound; the Soviet Union
detonated its first atomic weapon; and the communists triumphed in China. In
the midst of these events Congress moved quickly, and on October 6, President
Truman signed into l